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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Section I

Context/Environment: This section contains background information on the
setting within which special education services are provided to children and youth
with disabilities. The first module in this section summarizes literature on parent
involvement in educating children with disabilities and provides a list of
recommendations drawn from the literature. The second module deals with access to
the general education curriculum for students with disabilities. It presents Federal
legislation related to providing access to the general education curriculum, discusses
difficulties involved in doing so, and presents strategies for enhancing access to the
general curriculum for students with disabilities. The final module in this section
discusses issues in developing a highly trained workforce. It covers Department of
Education and Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) professional
development activities and provides a historical overview of OSEP personnel
preparation efforts.

Parent Involvement in Educating Children with Disabilities

® Research indicates that the overwhelming majority of parents of children

with disabilities are involved in their children’s education through

. meetings with teachers, volunteering at school, helping with homework,
or other school- and home-based activities.

o The US. Department of Education funds 76 Parent Training and
Information Centers and 10 Community Parent Resource Centers to
provide training and information to parents of children and youths with
disabilities. The goal of these centers is to help parents become effective
advocates for their children with disabilities.

e OSEP funds model demonstration projects and research institutes in the
parent involvement field. These projects explore new models of
community-initiated, family-centered approaches to meeting the needs of
young children with disabilities.

e Although research documents the benefits of parent involvement, some
parents participate only at a superficial level, and barriers that impede
successful parent-school partnerships continue to exist.
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Providing Access to the General Education Curriculum for Students with
Disabilities

The Individuals with Disabilities Education Act Amendments of 1997
contain several provisions directed at providing students with disabilities
greater access to the general education curriculum and call for a broader
focus in educational planning.

Access to the general education cutriculum is dependent in part on
pedagogically skilled educators, instructional materials that are accessible
to students, and effective instructional strategies.

Joint participation and leadership of general and special educators in
curriculum and standards development, professional development,
resource allocation, and instruction are critical in helping students with
disabilities access the general education curriculum and acquire skills that
will better prepare them for life after school.

While there are wvariations in levels of expectation for student
demonstration of proficiency, there is an increasing trend to assess the
student’s ability to apply or demonstrate the use of skills in higher order
thinking or problem-solving activities.

Developing a Highly Trained Teacher Workforce

The Department of Education, supported and encouraged by Congress,
researchers, professional organizations, foundations, parents, students,
and community members, has focused considerable effort and resources
on improving the quality of our Nation’s teacher workforce.

OSEP will continue to support the professional development of
personnel who work with students with disabilities with a focus that will
result in greater involvement of States and local communities in
professional development endeavors.

The ability of the Department and OSEP to meet their objectives of a
highly trained teacher workforce will be challenged by, among other
issues, an anticipated need to hire more than 2 million teachers over the
next decade, an increasing diversity of the student population that is not
reflected in the current teacher workforce, and high-stakes accountability
systems which are placing heavier demands on teachers.

ii



Executive Summary

e Addressing these challenges will require changes in personnel
recruitment, preservice and inservice training, and induction of new
teachers into schools.

Section II

Student Characteristics: This section contains three modules related to the
characteristics of students served under IDEA and the Federal funding that States
receive to serve these students. The first, special education in correctional facilities,
synthesizes available information on youths with disabilities in corrections facilities,
efforts to provide this population with a free appropriate public education, and
challenges associated with the provision of services to incarcerated youths with
disabilities. The second module, children ages birth through 5 served under IDEA,
summarizes State-reported data and provides information about the States’ progress
in implementing comprehensive early intervention services for infants and toddlers
and providing special education and related services for children ages 3 through 5
with disabilities. The final module outlines legislative changes over the years and
changes in the child count data from 1988-89 to 1997-98 for students ages 6 through
21 served under IDEA.

Special Education in Correctional Facilities

e FEfforts have been made to improve corrections education by
implementing a national policy for corrections education and developing
standards for administration; however, no specific standards have been
developed to guide the development of special education programs in
correctional facilities.

® The small number of special educators within correctional facilities have
a broad scope of responsibilities; they cannot be expected to design,
implement, and evaluate their own special education programs. State
education agency personnel or regional staff may provide assistance and
leadership.

o State and local agencies may facilitate transition of incarcerated youths
back to community schools. Selected studies have shown the benefits of
transition services for youth with disabilities who are moving from
correctional facilities to community-based school or work sites.

e The professional development needs of academic staff in correctional
facilities are well-documented, most specifically in the area of special
education. Teachers need specialized training to work with offender
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populations, but institutions of higher education may have difficulty
justifying preservice programs geared toward this particular subspecialty.

Children Ages Birth Through Five Served Under IDEA

¢ The number of children with disabilities served each year under both the
Early Intervention Program and the Preschool Grants Program
continues to increase.

® The continued growth of this population reflects increased and more
effective outreach at the State level through public awareness and Child
Find efforts, as well as continued improvement in reporting procedures.

® Opver the past 3 years, most children with disabilities in the birth through
age 2 population received services at home; children ages 3 through 5
most frequently received services in a regular classroom.

Students Ages 6 Through 21 Served Under IDEA

e The number of students with disabilities served under IDEA continues
to increase at a rate higher than both the general population and school
enrollment.

¢ The greatest increases in the past 10 years have been in the 12 through 17
age group and in the other health impairments disability category.

e Although States were allowed to use the developmental delay disability
category for children ages 6 through 9 for the first ime in 1997-98, only
eight States did so, and the number of children reported represented only
1.32 percent of children with disabilities in that age group.

Section I1I

School Programs and Services: The four modules in this section examine some of
the programs and services available within schools for children and youth with
disabilities and their families. The module on paraprofessionals in the education
workforce reviews the historical and contemporary factors that have led to increased
use of paraeducators, presents critical policy questions and systemic issues, and
highlights promising practices and strategies for developing standards and systems to
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prepare teachers and paraeducators to be members of program implementation
teams. Educational environments for students with disabilities summarizes research
that demonstrates the positive impact of inclusive schooling practices on students
and highlights empirical research on maximizing positive outcomes. The third
module describes Federal policies regarding discipline and students with disabilities,
summarizes available research relevant to those policies, and outlines the discipline
provisions of the IDEA Amendments of 1997. The last module in the section
describes the population of students served by visual impairment specialists, the
shortage of teachers in this field, and some training programs and initiatives aimed at
reducing the shortages of such teachers.

Paraprofessionals in the Education Workforce

e Fewer than half of the State departments of education, including those in
the District of Columbia and the territories, have standards or guidelines
for the employment, roles and duties, placement, supervision, and
training of paraeducators.

e Most teacher education programs have not developed curriculum content
to prepare teachers to plan for working with paraeducators, delegate or
assign tasks, assess paraeducator skills and performance, and provide on-
the-job training.

e A lack of accurate data adversely affects the capacity of SEAs and LEAs
to plan and implement policies and systems to improve the quality of
paraeducator performance and to develop comprehensive cost-effective
education programs for paraeducators.

e OSEP funds the National Resource Center for Paraprofessionals in
Education and Related Services to develop guidelines for paraeducator
roles and responsibilities as well as model standards for paraeducators’
training and supervision.

Educational Environments for Students with Disabilities

e Previous research findings suggest that social interactions between
students with and without disabilities are enhanced when students with
disabilities are served in regular classes, particularly if teachers use
delivery techniques that promote interaction.
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e Changes in instructional strategies designed to address the needs of
students with disabilities were cited as beneficial for many students
without disabilities.

e In 1996-97, over 95 percent of students with disabilities received special
education and related services in regular school buildings, and 46 percent
were removed from regular classes for less than 21 percent of the day.

e Secondary-aged children were more likely than elementary-aged to
receive services outside the regular classroom for more than 21 percent
of the school day.

School Discipline and Students with Disabilities

® Recent education policy reflects an attempt to balance the rights of
students with disabilities to a free appropriate public education with the
provision of an educational environment that is safe and conducive to
learning for all students.

® In the past, most States did not collect the data necessary for assessing
the extent or type of misconduct by students with disabilities or the
disciplinary actions resulting from that misconduct.

e Limitations in available data precluded a thorough assessment of the
extent to which students with disabilities are subject to long-term
suspension or expulsion.

e Researchers have concluded from recent studies that students with
disabilities are suspended and expelled at rates that exceed their
proportion in the school population, but data from the Department of
Education Office for Civil Rights do not support this finding.

Preparing Teachers To Serve Students with Visual Impairments

¢ Low numbers of doctoral-level faculty members and a relative lack of
specialized teacher training programs have contributed to a persistent
shortage of classtoom teachers for students with visual impairments.

e Efforts to reduce the shortage of teachers specializing in visual
impairments requires innovative, collaborative efforts between OSEP

vi
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and agencies such as the Council for Exceptional Children and the
American Foundation for the Blind.

e Between 1995 and 1999, OSEP invested over $5 million in personnel
preparation grant monies to fund 12 projects related to distance learning
programs for personnel providing services to children with visual
impairments.

Section IV

Results: There are five modules in this section. The first, an interim report from the
National Assessment, describes seven nationally representative studies that OSEP
will fund over the next 6 years. It also presents nine target issues to be addressed by
the national evaluation and the conceptual design of SLI-IDEA. The module on
graduation requirements and high school completion for students with disabilities
presents information on the percentage of students with disabilities who completed
high school in 1996-97 and explores the relationship between State high school
graduation requirements and graduation rates. The third module, State Improvement
and Monitoring, discusses OSEP’s Part B monitoring process. The fourth module
reports on progress in the implementation of IDEA’s transition requirements at the
State and local levels from 1991 through 1999. The final module in this section
reports on the participation of students with disabilities and the use of
accommodations in the 1996 National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP).

Interim Report From the National Assessment

e Section 674(b) of the IDEA Amendments of 1997 mandates a systematic
evaluation of the impact of the law, first assessing progress in
implementing the provisions of the Act and ultimately evaluating
progress toward achieving the objectives of the Act.

e The prospective national evaluation will be the first comprehensive
national evaluation of the implementation of the Federal special
education program in almost two decades.

¢ The national evaluation must specifically include an assessment of the
status of nine target issues, as well as a comprehensive design for
describing how States, local school districts, and schools are interpreting
key provisions related to each of the issues.
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Graduation Requirements and High School Completion for Students with
Disabilities

In 1996-97, 24.5 percent of students ages 17 and older with disabilities
graduated from high school with a diploma.

Students with disabilities are less likely to drop out of school and are
more likely to be competitively employed after high school if they receive
adequate vocational education training in high schools.

The percentages of students with disabilities graduating from high school
were highest for youths with speech and language impairments, traumatic
brain injury, and visual impairments. The percentages of students
receiving diplomas were lowest for students with autism and multiple
disabilities.

States with high school exit examinations graduate somewhat fewer
students with disabilities than States without such examinations.

State Improvement and Monitoring

OSEP focuses its monitoring activities on each State’s systems for
ensuring that all public agencies comply with the requirements of Part B
of IDEA.

In working with the States to ensure compliance and improved results
for students with disabilities, OSEP emphasizes partnerships and
technical assistance, together with a strong accountability system.

Between August 1997 and January 1998, OSEP staff participated in
implementation planning meetings in 49 States, Puerto Rico, the Virgin
Islands, and the Bureau of Indian Affairs.

Using input from a stakeholder meeting held in February 1998, OSEP
designed a Continuous Improvement Monitoring Process, which is built
around continuity, partnership with stakeholders, State accountability,
State self-assessment, and provision of technical assistance.

viii
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Progress in Implementing the Transition Requirements of IDEA: Promising
Strategies and Future Directions

® Inclusion of transition planning in IDEA occurred in the context of at
least a decade of attention to the need to develop transition policies,
programs, and services for youths with disabilities that would allow them
to make successful transitions from school to adult life.

® At the systems level, the goal of ensuring a successful transition from
school to adult life for students with disabilities requires major changes in
schools, adult services, and communities. '

® Seven themes have emerged that appear to enhance implementation
~efforts across State and local levels: creating an'environment that is
conducive to implementation of transition policies and practices, using
policy to promote systems change, sharing leadership, engaging in
collaboration around governance and practice, building capacity for long-
lasting change, linking transition to other restructuring efforts, and using
research and evaluation results to enhance policy and practice.

NAEP

® NAEP performance scores provide parents, educators, administrators,
advocates, and policy makers with important data on the academic
achievement of students with disabilities.

o Use of accommodations was first allowed in the 1996 administration of

NAEP.

® Data from the 1996 NAEP, which sampled only 3,835 students with
disabilities, suggest that these students did not perform well in science
and mathematics as compared to their nondisabled peers.

e NAEP results also suggest that students with disabilities from some
racial/ethnic minority groups scored substantially lower than white
students with disabilities across grades and subjects. Sample sizes
preclude determining differences between racial/ethnic groups.
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I. CONTEXT/ENVIRONMENT

- Parent Involvement in Educating Children with Disabilities:
Theory and Practice

Providing Access to the General Education Curriculum for
Students with Disabilities

Developing a Highly Trained Teacher Workforce
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PARENT INVOLVEMENT IN EDUCATING CHILDREN WITH
DISABILITIES: THEORY AND PRACTICE

Increasing the involvement of parents' in the education of their children is a
national goal for policy makers in both general and special education. One of the
National Education Goals states that, “By the year 2000, every school will promote
partnerships that will increase parental involvement and participation in promoting
the social, emotional, and academic growth of children” (National Education Goals
Panel, 1994). In the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act Amendments of
1997 (IDEA), Congress emphasized the rights of parents to participate in decisions
about their children’s education based on the belief that “strengthening the role of
parents and ensuring that families of such children have meaningful opportunities to
participate in the education of their children at school and at home” can improve the
education of children with disabilities (Section 601(c)(5)(B)).

IDEA delineates several levels of parental rights regarding involvement in special
education programs for students ages 3 through 21: consent, notification,
participation in educational decisions about their children, and participation in policy
making. For example, before conducting an initial evaluation to decide if a child
qualifies for special education services, local education agencies (LEAs) must obtain
parental consent for the evaluation. LEAs must no#fy a child’s parents of evaluation
procedures that the district proposes to conduct. LEAs must give parents an
opporttunity to participate in the development of their child’s individualized education
program (IEP); parents must also be involved in decisions about the child’s
educational placement. When there is a disagreement about identification, evaluation,
or placement of their child, parents (or the LEA) may request a due process hearing.
As an example of patrent involvement in policy making, IDEA requires that each State
establish an advisory panel for providing policy guidance with respect to special
education and related services for children with disabilities, and the panel must
include parents of children with disabilities.

The Part C program for infants and toddlers has an especially strong emphasis on
family-centered service delivery, recognizing the need to provide services for all
members of the family, not just the child with a disability, to promote child
development. IDEA requires that each infant or toddler with a disability and his or
her family receive a multidisciplinary assessment of the child’s unique strengths and
needs and the services appropriate to meet those needs; a family-directed assessment
of the resources, priorities, and concerns of the family; supports and services

! Although the contents of this module are relevant to both parents and legal guardians of children
with disabilities, for the sake of brevity we will use the term “parents” throughout the module.
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necessary to enhance the family’s capacity to meet the infant or toddler’s
developmental needs; and a written individualized family service plan.

Despite legislative intent, parent involvement may not always reach desired levels,
and at times, educators and parents may perceive the interests of the child
differently, leading to conflict. What factors affect the decision of some parents to
become involved in their children’s education and others to avoid involvement?
What types of parent involvement are most beneficial for students with disabilities?
Hoover-Dempsey and Sandler (1995) developed a five-level model to describe the
parent involvement process (see table I-1). The five levels are: the decision to
become involved in the child’s education, the decision to choose particular types of
involvement, the mechanisms through which involvement affects child-centered
outcomes, the factors mediating the benefits of involvement, and the outcomes of
involvement as they relate to the child.

This module summarizes literature on parent involvement in educating children with
disabilities. It uses Hoover-Dempsey and Sandler’s model of the parent involvement
process as an organizing structure, reviewing research within each of the five levels
described. While the module focuses on parent involvement in educating children
with disabilities, literature from general education has also been incorporated for

-comparison. Parent involvement for school—aged children with disabilities is the

module’s primary emphasis, although some information on involvement in eatly
intervention is included. The module concludes with a list of recommendations
drawn from the review of literature.

Influences on a Parent’s Basice Involvement Decision

How involved are parents in their children’s education? The first step in the parent
involvement process is the general decision of parents to become involved in their
child’s schooling. This decision may be either explicit or implicit. That is, some
parents may make a deliberate decision to become involved, while others may simply
respond to external pressures for involvement without consciously considering their
decision. Furthermore, parents may, at any point, decide to withdraw their
participation.

Data from the 1996 National Household Education Survey indicate that 89 percent
of families participated in some school-based activity related to the education of their
preschoolers with disabilities such as volunteering at school or meeting with
teachers. The decision to participate in school-based activities was even more
common for parents of children ages 6 through 11 with disabilities; 96 percent
reported such involvement. These rates were very similar to those for parents of




Parent Involvement in Educating Children with Disabilities: Theory and Practice

Table I-1
Model of the Parent Involvement Process

Level 5: Child/student outcomes
Skills and knowledge
Personal sense of efficacy for doing well in school

Level 4: Tempering/mediating variables
Parent’s use of developmentally appropriate involvement strategies
Fit between parents’ involvement actions and school expectations |

Level 3: Mechanisms through which parent involvement influences child outcomes
Modeling

Reinforcement

Instruction

Level 2: Parent’s choice of involvement forms, influenced by
Specific domains of parent’s skills and knowledge

Mix of demands on total parent time and energy (family, employment)
Specific invitations and demands for involvement from child and school

Level 1: Parent’s basic involvement decision, influenced by
Parent’s construction of the parent role

Parent’s sense of efficacy for helping her/his children succeed in school
General invitations and demand for involvement from child and school
e

Source: Hoover-Dempsey, K.V, & Sandler, H.M. (1995). Parental involvement in children’s
education: Why does it make a difference? Teachers College Record, 95, 310-331.

nondisabled children (Westat, 1998). But how do parents become involved in their
children’s education?

Hoover-Dempsey and Sandler (1995) theorize that the decision for parents to
become involved in their children’s education is influenced by a number of factors,
including their view of the parent role with regard to involvement in education, their
sense of efficacy in helping their children succeed in school, and general invitations
and demands for involvement from either their child or the school. For example,
some parents may see involvement in schooling as central to their role, while others
may believe education is best left to school personnel. The former are more likely to
take an active part in their children’s education.

Special education offers many specific opportunities for parent involvement,
including participation in initial and subsequent evaluations and annual IEP
meetings. In fact, some studies document differences in the level and types of
involvement between parents of students with and without disabilities, although this
is inconsistent across studies. One study found that mothers of children with
disabilities, regardless of the severity of the disability, were “offered more
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opportunities to be involved [in schooling], were more satisfied with their
involvement, and felt more able to influence their child’s education” than mothers of
children without disabilities (Salisbury & Evans, 1988, p. 268).

Research suggests that school personnel’s behavior may also influence parent
participation. This may be viewed as one form of what Hoover-Dempsey and
Sandler refer to as demands for involvement. Many local programs have
demonstrated success in increasing the percentage of parents involved in the
education of their children with disabilities. For example, factors found to enhance
parent involvement included establishing ongoing relationships among parents and
school personnel, providing professional development to familiarize service
providers with the techniques for and importance of involving families, teaching
families about their rights under IDEA, and using specific strategies to encourage
active parent involvement (Cheney, Manning, & Upham, 1997; Salembier & Furney,
1997; Turnbull & Turnbull, 1990). For example, after participating in a year-long
program of family support groups and educational support teams, parents of middle
school students with emotional disturbance scored significantly higher on all three
subscales of the Family Empowerment Scale: attitudes, knowledge, and behaviors
(Cheney et al., 1997).

The behavior of school personnel may also inhibit parent involvement. Salembier
and Furney (1997) reported the following factors as inhibiting parent participation:
school personnel who did not appear to listen to parents, failed to attend meetings,
left meetings early, lacked relevant information, failed to request parent input, did
not express a clear purpose for the meeting, or used overly technical language.
School personnel’s behavior may be a particularly important influence on the
involvement of racial/ethnic minority parents. Kalyanpur and Rao (1991) found that
some educators exhibited disrespect for minority parents’ views, focused on
racial/ethnic minority children’s deficits, and disregarded cultural differences that
characterized parenting styles. Harry, Allen, and McLaughlin (1995) reported
diminishing levels of involvement over time for African American parents with
children in early intervention programs. While these parents were initially satisfied
with preschool programs, they became increasingly concerned about stigma,
classroom environment, and curricular issues.

Influences on a Parent’s Choice of Involvement Forms

There are many different ways parents may participate in their children’s education
once they make the decision to become involved. In the broadest terms, parent
involvement activities may be divided between home-based activities, such as helping
children with their homework, reading to young children, discussing school events,

30
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Table I-2
Types of Parent Involvement in Early Intervention Program

Type of Involvement Number Percentage
Help make decisions about my child’s program 505 89
Transport my child to treatment 471 83
Do some of the therapy for my child 433 76
Advocate for my rights and my child’s rights 420 75
Help give information and support to other parents 403 7
Coordinate my child’s services 397 71
Observe my child during therapy 366 65
Attend program planning meetings about my child 211 38
Serve as volunteer, aide, or assistant in my child’s program 175 32
Help with fundraising for agencies 149 26
Serve on advisory or policy-making board for an agency 37 7

Source: Sontag, ]J.C., & Schacht, R. (1994). An ethnic comparison of parent participation and
information needs in early intervention. Exceptional Children, 60, 422-433.

or talking with teachers by telephone, and school-based activities such as
chaperoning a field trip, volunteering at school, or attending parent-teacher
association (PTA) meetings.

Before discussing influences on parent’s choices of involvement activities, it is
helpful to consider research findings on the extent to which parents of children with
disabilities participate 1n various education-related functions. In one study, as shown
in table I-2, three-fourths of parents or more were involved in decisions about their
children’s early intervention program, transported their children to treatment, did
some therapy for their children, and advocated for their children’s rights. More than
half of all parents gave information and support to other parents, coordinated their
children’s services, and observed their children during therapy. Less common forms
of parent involvement included attending program planning meetings, volunteering,
fundraising, and serving on policy-making bodies (Sontag & Schacht, 1994).

In a similar study, Plunge and Kratochwill (1995) reported that parents of children
with disabilities in preschool through fourth grade also exhibited high rates of
participation. More than 85 percent of parents were actively involved in the IEP
meeting; that is, they understood the purpose of the meeting, told school personnel
about their child’s strengths and needs, listened to school personnel
recommendations, told school personnel what they wanted their children to learn,
and signed the IEP. More than 70 percent of parents indicated that they often talked

I-6



21" Annual Report to Congress

with the teacher about their child’s progress in class, received information about how
to teach their child at home, and received information about their legal rights. Fewer
parents volunteered in class (42 percent), had a home visit (30 percent), attended
parent meetings (22 percent), or helped evaluate the school’s special education
services (19 petcent). And, in a study of African American parents’ involvement in
educating their children with disabilities, Harry and colleagues (1995) reported high
levels of participation in home-based activities, including supervising homework and
addressing behavioral issues identified by the teacher.

Some evidence suggests that parents of children with and without disabilities differ
somewhat in the types of involvement activities they engage in. Families of children
ages 3 through 5 with disabilities were more likely than families of children without
disabilities to attend a general school meeting or attend a meeting with a teacher.
They were less likely to attend class events, volunteer at school, or attend PTO or
PTA meetings. Families of children ages 6 through 11 with disabilities were more
likely to attend meetings with their children’s teacher but less likely than families of
children without disabilities to attend class events, volunteer at school, attend back-
to-school nights, or attend PTO or PTA meetings (see table 1-3). These differences
may be explained by parent participation in meetings to determine initial or ongoing
special education eligibility or in annual IEP meetings, which are special education
activities parents are specifically encouraged to attend. Families of children with
disabilities, however, were less likely than other families to participate in general
school functions such as back-to-school nights and PTA meetings (Westat, 1998).

In general, these studies indicate that large percentages of parents of children with
disabilities are at least somewhat involved in their children’s education. In the past,
some researchers have raised concerns, however, about the depths of parent
involvement, classifying participation as primarily passive (Lynch & Stein, 1982;
Turnbull, 1983). Fiedler (1986) identified seven levels of parent involvement, from
least to most active. They include: attendance and approval of teacher priorities,
sharing information, suggesting goals, negotiating goals, collaboratively analyzing and
monitoting implementation, joint programming, and independent programming. In a
study done in the 1980s, 71 percent of parents reported that they were involved in
the development of their children’s IEP. However, only 48 percent of parents
reported making any suggestion at the IEP meeting (Lynch & Stein, 1982). In a
similar study, 25 petcent of parents of children with learning disabilities did not recall
the IEP document, and few of those who remembered it could recall its contents
(McKinney & Hocutt, 1982). Although these studies are quite old, and parent
involvement may be qualitatively different from what it was 15 years ago, these
findings do raise the question about the depth of parent involvement. Recent
research has not addressed this issue.

w
O



Parent Involvement in Educating Children with Disabilities: Theory and Practice

Table I-3
Percentage of Children Whose Adult Family Members Participated in
Different School Activities

Children Ages 3-5 Children Ages 6-11

With Without With Without
Activity Disabilities | Disabilities | Disabilities | Disabilities |
Attended a General School Meeting 771 73.5 79.5 83.6
Attended a Meeting with the Teacher 81.4 64.8 90.3 85.8
Attended a Class Event 444 59.8 64.3 74.3
Volunteered at School 39.9 48.7 38.6 50.4
Attended Back-to-School Night 66.4 65.9 68.3 76.3
Attended PTA/PTO Meeting 49.1 58.0 46.4 58.2

Source: Westat. (1998). Report on findings of significant issues and trends. Rockville, MD: Author.

Hoover-Dempsey and Sandler (1995) delineate several factors that affect parents’
decision of how to participate. These include the specific domains of parents’ skills
and knowledge, other demands placed on parent time and energy, and specific
invitations and demands for involvement from their child or school. For example,
for parents who work full-time during the day, volunteering at school may not be an
option. Instead, they may choose to be involved through activities that do not
conflict with their work schedules. In fact, of several types of involvement, parents
were, in general, most likely to participate in back-to-school night or general school
meetings (Westat, 1998).

It is widely believed that children’s age and competence affect the level of parent
involvement perhaps because, based on Hoover-Dempsey and Sandler’s theory,
parents’ sense of efficacy in helping their children succeed in school diminishes as
invitations and demands for involvement decline (Lareau, 1989; Mink & Nihira,
1986; Salisbury & Evans, 1988; Stevenson & Baker, 1987; Yanok & Deruberts,
1989). In fact, one study found that mothers of children without disabilities
participated in fewer school-related activities as their children aged, but mothers of
children with disabilities maintained a high level of participation as their children
grew older. However, the nature of the mother’s involvement did shift as children
aged: Mothers primarily participated in the IEP process when their children were
younger but adopted an advocacy role as children grew older (Salisbury & Evans,
1988).

In a study of parent involvement in eatly intervention programs, Gavidia-Payne and
Stoneman (1997) reported that maternal and paternal perceptions of family
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functioning (problem solving, communication, "roles, affective involvement, and
general functioning), marital adjustment (consensus, satisfaction, cohesion, and
affection), financial security, level of education, and use of coping strategies (e.g.,
social supports, religion) were positively -associated with participation in early
intervention programs. Mothers who reported experiencing lower levels of stress
also exhibited higher levels of participation.

In a study of parents of children ages 7 and 8 with developmental delays,
informational resources (experience with child-related professions, level of
education, familiarity with school activities, and amount.of activity focused on how
to help their child), beliefs about schooling (definitions of educational activities and
beliefs about the responsibilities of schools), and a composite measure of resources
(time, social supports, and informational resources) were related to both home-based
and school-based parent involvement. The perceived characteristics of the school
(convenience of meeting times, value of participation activities, and perception that
parent’s input was sought and valued) were also related to home-based and school-
based involvement. Parent attitudes about school (confidence/comfort participating
at school, confidence in helping their children do well in school, importance of
school achievement) were correlated only with school-based participation, and child
status (IQ and impact on the family due to behavioral, medical, .or, communication
problems) was related only to home-based levels of participation (Coots, 1998). -

Mechanisms Through Which Parent Involvement Influences Child
Outcomes

Hoover-Dempsey and Sandler (1995) identified three mechanisms at work as parents
participate in their children’s education. They point out that parent involvement is
best characterized as an enabling and enhancing variable in school performance
rather than a necessary or sufficient condition for success. First, parents may model
appropriate behavior or values. Parent behavior may communicate to children that
schooling is important (e.g., parents ask questions about the ‘school day, review
homework, attend school meetings). Modeling theory predlcts that children will
imitate adult behaviors held in high regard; that regard is demonstrated through
attention to school issues. Second, parents may reinforce instruction introduced at
school. By rewarding behaviors needed for school success, parents enhance the
likelihood that their children will replicate those behaviors. Third, parents may
provide direct instruction to enhance their children’s knowledge and skills. For
example, when parents provide positive, at-home academic experiences for their
children, neither disengaging from challenging work nor completing the work for
them, children may learn to approach difficult tasks more willingly (Switzer, 1990).
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For families raising children with disabilities, the additional support provided at
home may be particularly important. Research suggests that parent reinforcement of
desired behaviors originally taught in school helps children with disabilities generalize
and maintain those behaviors in other environments (Cordisco & Laus, 1993).

In a study of the effectiveness of parent involvement in the homework performance
of students with disabilities and students at-risk of school failure, Callahan,
Rademacher, and Hildreth (1998) trained parents to implement a home-based
program of self-management and reinforcement. Parents and students were taught
components of a self-management program, including (1) self-monitoring (students
monitored and recorded homework start and end times, total time spent, and
whether assignments were completed at the designated time and location), (2) self-
recording (students recorded the number of correct math problems), (3) self-
reinforcement (students determined and recorded the number of points earned for
accuracy in their self-monitoring by matching their results with the results of their
parents), and (4) self-instruction and goal setting (students evaluated their homework
performance and decided whether to complete a supplemental form of the same
assignment). Parents and students jointly selected a variety of rewards for points
earned in self-monitoring. During the intervention, both homework completion and
homework quality increased significantly. Furthermore, the amount and quality of
parent involvement was paramount to program effectiveness.

Extensive research supports the efficacy of parents as providers of direct instruction.
Mullin, Oulton, and James (1995) found that mothers who had been trained in social
learning theory reported substantial reduction in their children’s problem behavior.
Parents were taught to identify and clearly define their children’s problem behaviors
based on antecedents and consequences. Following the training, parents reported
decreases in the number and intensity of such behaviors. Robbins and Dunlap (1992)
documented several successful programs in which parents learned to teach functional
skills to their young children with autism. Involvement in family-focused
intervention programs has also been shown to increase family members’ self-efficacy
and perceived self-control (Trivette, Dunst, Boyd, & Hamby, 1995).

In a study of young children with severe behavior problems, McNeil, Eyberg,
Eisenstadt, Newcomb, and Funderburk (1991) found that improvements in some
types of behavior generalized to school settings following home-based parent-child
interaction therapy, contradicting two earlier studies. Parents were taught specific
communication and behavior management skills to encourage appropriate behavior
and discourage inappropriate behavior. The successful intervention in a home-based
setting generalized to school settings for certain conduct and oppositional behaviors
such as teasing, hitting, and breaking school rules. Generalization to school settings
was not achieved in behaviors tied to hyperactivity/inattention or peer relationships;
examples of such behaviors were not provided.
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The transition from secondary school to adult life can be extremely challenging for
students with disabilities and their families. When the case management, educational,
and related services provided through IDEA are no longer available, families
frequently face an expanded role in supporting young adults with disabilities. One
way to support families in this transition is to teach them effective strategies for
instructing and communicating with their children or their nondisabled siblings
(Brotherson, Berdine, & Sartini, 1993). In a qualitative study of family involvement
in the transition of students with disabilities from secondary school to postsecondary
roles, family members were extremely important as informal role models for career
and lifestyle choices. However, few students desctibed a formal process of transition
planning that involved parents ot school personnel (Morningstar, Turnbull, &
Turnbull, 1996).

Tempering and Mediating Variables

-

Not all parent involvement activities lead to improved student outcomes. Rather,
different types of involvement, if well implemented, yield different, important results
for students, teachers, and parents (Epstein & Hollifield, 1996). A number of factors
may temper ot mediate the potential benefits of parent involvement. For example, to
be effective in enhancing educational outcomes, parent involvement must be
developmentally approptiate. Furthermore, a good fit between parents’ type and level
of involvement and the expectations of school staff may contribute to positive
school outcomes. If, however, families and school personnel are working at cross
purposes, patents’ involvement in their children’s education may be less effective.

Because learning disabilities are often difficult to detect, ptior to their identification,
families may exhibit intolerance with children’s behavior. Even after learning
disabilities are identified, deficits in children’s academic and behavioral skills and
unsatisfactory school experiences may contribute to increased levels of parental
stress (Dyson, 1996).- An inadequate understanding of their children’s learning
disability may lead parents to believe their children’s failure is due to lack of ability,
stubbornness, willfulness, or lack of effort (Chapman & Moetsma, as cited in
Walther-Thomas et al., 1991; Meier, as cited in Walther-Thomas et al., 1991; Siegel,
as cited in Walther-Thomas et al., 1991). Consequently, parents may develop
inappropriate expectations or overprotective or indulgent behaviors that could have
a negative impact on the child’s success.

If schools and families have inconsistent expectations for parent involvement,
children may be placed in the position of negotiating different sets of demands at
different times of the day. The poorer the fit between school and parent expectations
for involvement, the mote time, energy, and skill required of the children, limiting
the positive benefits of parent involvement (Hoover-Dempsey & Sandler, 1995).
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Child and Student Outcomes

A ‘strong consensus has emerged that parent involvement in children’s education
typically benefits learning and school performance even after students’ abilities and
socioeconomic status are taken into account. This finding is supported by numerous
studies (Chavkin, 1993; Eccles & Harold, 1993; Epstein, 1989, 1991, 1996;
Henderson, 1987; Hess & Halloway, 1984; Hobbs et al.,, 1984; U.S. Department of
Education, 1994). A recent study specifically documented the positive relationship
between the father’s involvement and school success. Children were more likely to
get “As,” to participate in extracurricular activities, to enjoy school, and to be less
likely to repeat a grade if their fathers were involved in their schooling. This was true
even after controlling for the mother’s involvement, parents’ education, household
income, and race/ethnicity (National Center for Education Statistics, 1998).

Hoover-Dempsey and Sandler (1995) describe two primary benefits that may result
from parents’ involvement in their children’s education. First, children may acquire
skills and knowledge beyond those attainable through school experiences alone.
Second, children may develop an enhanced sense of efficacy for doing well in school.
A third benefit of parental involvement may also exist. Parents who understand their
children’s rights and participate in securing those rights may have greater success
than unprepared, uninformed, or uninvolved parents in securing an appropriate
education for their children (Herr, 1983). This may be partxcularly important for
students with disabilities.

In a study of children with learning disabilities, at-risk children, and typically
performing children, Ames (1992) found that, for children with learning disabilities,
parental support or involvement had significant, positive effects on the children’s
concept of their own academic ability. For all three groups of students, parents’
attention to teachers’ communications had a strong positive effect on parents’
perceptions of their children’s motivation. Another study also supports the
relationship between parent involvement and enhanced efficacy for their children.
Children whose parents participated in their education tended to view learning and
school with more positive attitudes and developed regular patterns for studying and
completing homework (Mundschenk & Foley, 1994).

Summary and Recommendations Drawn From the Literature

This module synthesizes literature on parent involvement in educating their children
with disabilities using Hoover-Dempsey and Sandler’s (1995) model of the parent
involvement process. The model includes five levels--the basic involvement decision,
the form of involvement, mechanisms for influencing children’s outcomes,
tempering or mediating variables, and child-centered outcomes. Research indicates
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that the overwhelming majority of parents of children with disabilities are involved in
their children’s education through meetings with teachers, volunteering at school,
helping with homework, or other school- and home-based activities. Educators may
enhance levels of parent involvement by establishing on-going relationships with
patents, teaching parents about their rights under IDEA, and using specific strategies
to promote involvement. Family-related factors, such as children’s age, parents’
competence, and parents’ access to resources may also influence levels and types of
parent involvement. By providing direct instruction, reinforcing behaviors taught at
school, and improving homework performance, parents may improve children’s
skills and knowledge and may enhance children’s sense of self-efficacy for doing well
in school.

To support patent involvement, the U.S. Department of Education, Office of
Special Education Programs funds 76 Parent Training and Information Centers and
10 Community Parent Resource Centers to provide training and information to
parents of infants, toddlers, children, and youth with disabilities and to the
individuals working with these parents. The programs provide assistance and support
to thousands of parents and families every year. Their goal is to empower parents to
become effective advocates for their children with disabilities. In 1998, Congtess
appropriated over $18.5 million for these efforts.

In addition to the Parent Training and Information Centers and Community Parent
Resource Centers, OSEP funds a number of model demonstration projects and
research institutes in the parent involvement field. One example is the Beyond the
Barriers project at the University of New Hampshire Institute on Disability. This
project explores new models of community-initiated and family-centered approaches
to meeting the needs of young children with disabilities. Another example of OSEP’s
investment in this area is Partners Plus, a model demonstration project in
Williamsburg, Virginia. This project involves families in the design, implementation
and evaluation of respite care services and will serve children with disabilities from
ages birth through 8. ' '

The research summarized in this module documents the benefits of parent
involvement. However, not all parents participate in their children’s education. Some
participate only at a superficial level, and barriers that impede successful parent-
school partnerships continue to exist. Many researchers and educators (Finders &
Lewis, 1994; Harry, 1992; Sontag & Schacht, 1994; Turnbull & Turnbull, 1996; U.S.
Department of Education, 1994; Ypsilanti Public Schools, 1998) have offered
recommendations and developed programs to help schools and teachers address
these barriers.

I-12
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o Improve communication among parents, teachers, and
administrators.

Researchers, advocates, parénts, and educators make a number of accommodations
to enhance the extent and quality of interaction between school personnel and
parents of students with disabilities. In order to maximize their level of involvement,
parents may require more information on the types of services that are available for
their children, their rights as parents, and school personnel’s expectations for parent
involvement. Family resource centers and parent training institutes may provide
patents with information about special education, community resources, parenting
classes, and the like. Family resource centers housed in school buildings may also
provide parents with a positive, nonthreatening school experience (U.S. Department
of Education, 1994). The Technical Assistance Alliance for Parent Centers’ webpage
is another valuable resource for parents. The Alliance’s page provides information on
legislative issues, a newsletter for parents, a list of Parent Training and Information
Centers and Community Resource Centers in the United States with links to their
websites, a database of useful information for parents, and other useful links and
resources. By providing such information to parents, school personnel may alter
parents’ perceptions of their role with regard to their children’s education.

As described in Hoover-Dempsey and Sandler’s model (1997), extending invitations
to parents may also be critical for securing participation. Parents reportedly want
more information about opportunities for participation (Finders & Lewis, 1994;
Sontag & Schacht, 1994). For example, in Ypsilanti, Michigan, the school district
instituted National African American Parent Involvement Day. Each year, parents
are invited to attend school with their children on the second Monday in February
(Ypsilanti Public Schools; 1998).

A critical aspect of school-family communication is cultural sensitivity. Minority
families report dissatisfaction with educators’ ability to appreciate and understand
cultural differences (Harry, 1992; Sontag & Schacht, 1994). Through appropriate,
ongoing, and intensive professional development, teachers may learn about local
cultures, recognize their own cultural stereotypes, and understand how cultural
traditions and beliefs affect interactions.between parents and school personnel (Sileo
& Prater, 1998; Turnbull & Turnbull; 1996). Through the Alliance, discussed above,
school pefsonnel may access materials for parents in languages other than English.
Employing teachers from the same racial/ethnic background as the school’s parents
and children may also enhance communication.
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e Tap parents’ expertise.

Parent participation and outcomes for children with disabilities may be enhanced if
teachers accept and acknowledge parents’ familiarity with their children’s strengths
and needs. The view of school personnel as the sole source of knowledge of
children’s characteristics and instructional needs diminishes the role that parents can
play and inhibits school-family communication, which is necessary for providing
appropriate setvices. School personnel who encourage dialogues with parents
provide a forum for expressing opinions and concerns (Harry, 1992; Sontag &
Schacht, 1994).

Vermont has adopted a collaborative model designed to enhance collaboration
between parents and school personnel in the development of IEPs. IEP meetings are
driven by three questions. “What do we know about this child?” “What are we going
to do to help this child receive an appropriate education?” “How will we know if we
are succeeding?” This approach is intended to involve families more completely in
the IEP process by using open-ended questions and avoiding jargon (Hock &
Boltax, 1995)

Parents possess knowledge and skills that are valuable to the education of their
children and their children’s classmates, as well as to service providers. In addition to
knowledge related to their own children’s strengths and needs, parents often possess
valuable expertise in specific occupational skills, cultural norms and beliefs, languages
other than English, and hobbies. Such expertise can be incorporated into the
curriculum or tapped to enhance access to the curriculum (Finders & Lewis, 1994).

e Involve families in community-based intervention/instruction.

By inviting parents to participate in their children’s education through home-based
intervention or instruction that is consistent with classroom instruction, educators
may empower parents and improve acquisition and generalization of student skills.

Several States have adopted programs like Family Math and Family Science to
encourage parents to participate in their children’s homework. Programs that allow
parents and their children to work collaboratively on a project may extend the
children’s learning experiences and help parents to model skills and instruct their
children (U.S. Department of Education, 1994).
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In part, these recommendations reflect a changing conception of the roles and
relationships between parents of children with disabilities and school personnel.
Traditional concepts of school-based patent involvement are being replaced by
family-school partnerships, which suggest individuals of equal standing working
together to achieve common goals.
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PROVIDING ACCESS TO THE GENERAL EDUCATION
CURRICULUM FOR STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES

he passage of P.L. 94-142 in 1975 focused the attention of educators on policy

and practice related to the access of students with disabilities to an education--
an individually designed, free appropriate public education provided in the least
restrictive environment. This focus on access has provided a generation of children
with disabilities with the initial preparation needed for successful adult life in the
community and workforce.

However, for a growing number of students with disabilities, special education today
is not preparing them for increasingly rigorous graduation requirements and career
skills that are based on problem solving, collaboration, and technology. Why is this?
Special education has typically been viewed as an intervention of remediation. As
students with disabilities demonstrate difficulty in academic skills, they are provided
intensive instruction on the basic foundation skills which are considered to be
prerequisites to higher level, abstract reasoning and problem-solving skills. While
they receive remediation intervention, their peers without disabilities refine their
foundation skills through application in more complex activities (Gersten, 1998).

The gap between students with and without disabilities continues to widen. Students
in special education have lower school completion rates than their nondisabled peers;
as adults, they are the largest unemployed group of Americans; they experience
higher ‘arrest rates; they are less likely to live independently in the community
(Blackorby & Wagner, 1996). As we approach the 21" century, the challenge for
educators is to provide students with disabilities meaningful access to instruction that
is aligned with high-level standards and supported by special education interventions.
This module presents Federal legislation related to providing access to the general
education curriculum and discusses difficulties involved in doing so. The module
also presents strategies for enhancing access to the general education curriculum for
students with disabilities.

What Does It Mean To Access the General Education Curriculum?

Perhaps the first question to ask is: What is the general education curriculum? On
first glance, the answer is clear: It is the curriculum designed to prepate students for
adult life and, more specifically, for the high school diploma. Frequently, the general
education curriculum contains both academic (e.g., literacy, science, math, social
studies) and nonacademic (e.g., career/vocational, arts, healthful living, practical
living skills, citizenship) domains; however, student performance is assessed
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primarily in academics. As pressures mount for teachers to cover the content of the
assessed curriculum, less attention and instructional time are devoted to the
nonassessed areas. Thus, it is not uncommon for portions of the general education
curriculum to receive limited attention--or to not be addressed at all (Warren, 1997).
The result is a lack of consistency in how the general education curriculum is defined
and taught.

Federal Legislation Relating To Providing Access to the General
Education Curriculum

This lack of consistency is not limited to special education. In its 1983 report, A
Nation at Risk, the National Commission on Excellence in Education called for the
adoption of “more rigorous and measurable standards . ..” (p. 27) which will require
“ . more effective use of the existing school day” (p. 29). This bold
recommendation has resulted in the current focus on standards-based education and
more specifically on issues of equity: ensuring that all students have equal access to
common standards, challenging assessments, and enhanced accountability for
student performance (McDonnell, McLaughlin, & Motison, 1997). Such issues have
been addressed in recent Federal legislation (e.g, the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act, the Goals 2000: Educate America Act, the Improving America’s
Schools Act, and the School-to-Work Opportunities Act). Each of these laws
contains provisions requiring the development of challenging common standards
and the reporting of a// students’ performance on progress in meeting the standards.
Together, these are intended to satisfy the national need to produce highly skilled
graduates to maintain this country’s place in a technological, sophisticated, global
market place.

The Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) Amendments of 1997
contain several provisions directed at providing students with disabilities greater
access to the general education curriculum. This concept of access is addressed in
several areas of the legislation via policy, planning, student instruction, and
evaluation.

State Performance Goals

Each State wishing to receive IDEA Part B funds must identify goals for the
petformance of students with disabilities. To the maximum extent possible, State
goals are to be consistent with other goals and standards for all children established
by the State, including those established under other Federal programs.

1-22
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State Improvement Plans

Developed through broad-based stakeholder input, the State Improvement Plan is to
identify critical aspects of eatly intervention, general education, and special education
programs that must be improved to meet the performance goals the State has
identified for Part B. One of the indicators that must be considered is the
performance (including performance on State assessment) and participation
(including dropout and graduation rates) of students with disabilities. '

Program Funding

Coordination between special education and other Federal resources (e.g,
schoolwide Title I projects) is encouraged. Additionally, Part B special education
funds and related services may be used in general education classrooms to support
children with disabilities while providing nondisabled students with incidental
benefits from these supports. Funds can be used to increase the skills of general
educators to facilitate enhanced participation of students with disabilities in general
education classrooms.

Individualized Education Programs

The general education curriculum is to be considered throughout the development
and implementation of the individualized education program (IEP). Initial
assessments and development of the student’s Present Level of Performance are to
reflect the student’s ability to access instruction aligned with the general education
curriculum and standards. General educators are to participate in IEP meetings and
provide strategies for aligning IEP goals with standards. Aids and supports are to be
provided to facilitate instruction in the general education environment. Parents are to
receive regular reports on their child’s progress in meeting the IEP goals.

Assessing Student Performance

All students with disabilities are to be included in State and district assessment
systems. To the greatest extent possible, students with disabilities are to participate in
the large-scale assessments that are aligned with the general education curriculum
and standards. Individual accommodations are to be identified and implemented
during instruction and assessment activities. Alternate assessments are to be
administered to those students who cannot participate in state- and district-wide
assessment programs.
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Reporting Student Performance

The performance of students with disabilities is to be publicly reported in the same
frequency and detail as the performance of nondisabled students. Such reporting is
to reflect performance on large-scale assessments as well as alternate assessments.

Tensions Involved in Providing Access to the General Education
Curriculum

Virtually every State has developed standards in at least one academic content area;
however, there is no “standard” for the State standards (McDonnell et al., 1997).
They differ in what they are called (e.g, goals, benchmarks, expectations,
frameworks) as well as in subject areas and levels of specificity. While there are
variations in levels of expectatlon for student demonstration of proficiency, there is
an increasing trend to assess the student’s ability to apply or demonstrate the use of
skills in higher order thinking or problem-solving activities. As noted eatlier,
academic standards are typically included in large-scale assessments, while
nonacademic standards are rarely included.

Another tension involves the balance between academic and vocational education.
The National Longitudinal Transition Study (NLTS) suggests that students with
disabilities who had paid employment experience in high school were more likely to
stay in high school and graduate with an employment outcome. How will the
increased emphasis on academics balance with effective vocational and other
nonacademic educational strategies?

Special educators are rarely involved in the development of the general education
curricular standards. Instead, they are typically called upon to identify instructional
strategies or curriculum modifications (Goertz & Friedman, 1996). However, these
adaptations are typically focused on groups of students and rarely on the specific
needs of individual students in the class (Vaughn & Schumm, as cited in Orkwis &
McLane, 1998). This means that general and special educators are forced to decide
when to modify a standard, when to provide instructional accommodations, how and
when to plan collaboratively, and how to find instructional time to cover the content
(McLaughlin, Henderson, & Rhim, 1997). The need to develop curricular
frameworks that are relevant to all students and to identify effective strategies that
support access to the curriculum is common throughout elementary and secondary
schools. Our challenge is to strike a balance between emphasizing the potential and
performance of each individual student and ability to provide individual resoutrces to
facilitate full participation of all students (Benz & Kochhar, 1996). The concept of
universal design is one strategy that offers promising solutions to this dilemma.
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Universal Design of Curricular Frameworks

To increase access to the general education curriculum, needs of all students must be
considered when curricula and standards are developed. This is known as universal
design, which is based on the premise that curricula and standards are flexible in
order to include students with a wide variety of cultural, linguistic, and learning
styles--including students with disabilities (Orkwis & McLane, 1998). Ideally,
effective universal design does not result in lowered expectations or watered-down
instruction. Rather, it calls for multiple ways of expressing competency in regard to a
given standard.

Universal design also results in blending of different types of standards. It allows
students who are working toward mastery of the basic or foundation skills to apply
their existing knowledge across multiple environments or to engage in complex
applications. This requires teachers to integrate standards from multiple grade levels
in order to facilitate access to a variety of educational opportunities. Such
experiences will enhance the participation of students who typically are exempted
from large-scale assessments that require collaborative and/or higher level analysis.

Because most districts or States already have curricula in place, the effectiveness and
accessibility of those frameworks should be evaluated. It is important to consider a
number of questions when evaluating the effectiveness of existing curricula:

1. Is a wide range of parents and other community members involved in the
review of the curriculum?

2. What is the approved curriculum? Does it include examples of adaptations
that may be used with students with disabilities, including those with
significant disabilities? :

3. Are instructional methods and materials used that are responsive to the
needs of a heterogeneous student population? What types of instructional
priorities and goals have been established to support the progress of all
students in meeting the standards? '

4. Are standards broad or do they reflect only academic outcomes?

5. Are performance standards appropriate for students with disabilities? Can
they be demonstrated in a variety of ways? (Jorgensen, 1997)

While these are important considerations for curriculum developers at district and
State levels, most general and special educators are not involved in curriculum
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development on a regular basis. However, they are regularly involved in committees
charged with the selection of curricula for implementation throughout a district or
school. Three considerations can guide the selection of cutricula:

® Does the curriculum provide multiple means of presentation of
content? A universally designed curriculum will offer a variety of
presentation modes, including text at multiple reading levels, auditory
versions, and digital formats (allowing transformation from one
presentation mode to another).

e Does the curriculum provide multiple and flexible means of student
engagement or participation? Aligning instruction with student learning
styles will facilitate understanding of the content. Aspects to consider
include finding the right balance between supporting and challenging a
student, basing instruction on familiar versus novel concepts, and
expanding concepts to reflect a variety of developmental and cultural
interests.

® Does the curriculum provide multiple means of student response?
Students should be offered flexibility in their choice of response modes.
Such flexibility should be based on their preferred communication mode
and on technological supports needed (Orkwis & McLane, 1998).

A curriculum that addresses each of these three areas is considered to use the
principles of universal design and will be accessible to virtually all students.

Strategies That Support Access to the Curriculum

Effective access to the general education curriculum requires more than common
standards and universal design. It is also dependent on pedagogically skilled
educators, instructional materials that are accessible to students, and effective
instructional strategies.

Pedagogically Skilled Educators

All too often, students with disabilities receive their instruction in a given academic
content area from special educators who have not'been trained in that content area.
If students are to have increased access, then all of their teachers must possess
content expertise and pedagogically sound instructional skills. Preservice and
professional development for general and special educators need to address content
knowledge, universal design principles, and pedagogical skills to become proficient in
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a given content area. Support for this is being provided by the OSEP-funded project
INTASC (Interstate New Teacher Assessment and Support Consortium), which is
developing standards for general and special educators to promote cohesiveness in
licensure and preparation, clarifying distinctions in teacher responsibilities, and
developing common policies for licensing for general and special educators.

In addition, some OSEP-funded State Improvement Grants (SIGs) seek ways to
provide general and special educators with the competencies needed to effectively
address the educational needs of all students. '

Instructional Materials

Typically, instructional materials are aligned with curricular standards and intended
for use by students with corresponding reading and comprehension skills. If a
student lacks the requisite literacy skills, the instructional materials will be
inaccessible and so too the curriculum. Once again, universal design is a critical
factor in accessibility. Similarly, instructional materials should be available in a variety
of formats. For example, video presentations need to be supplemented by video
description and captioning if they are to be accessible to students with hearing
impairments or to English-language learners.

However, alternative presentation modes may not be sufficient for students with
cognitive impairments. For these students, multiple presentation modes should be
supplemented with alternative (i.e., less abstract) descriptions, special instructions, or
organizational tips for approaching an activity or problem.

Instructional Strategies

While universally designed curricula and instructional materials and knowledgeable
educators are critical to the successful access of a curriculum, students with
disabilities also require access to instruction that is individually referenced, intense,
frequent, and explicit.

Individually Referenced Instruction

Effective instruction is premised on instructional decision making that is individually
referenced. The IDEA Amendments of 1997 are clear in the intent for IEP goals to
be aligned with the general education curriculum. At the same time, the amendments
continue the commitment to individually referenced planning and instruction. The
thoughtful identification and implementation of individually focused instructional
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accommodations facilitate instruction that is both aligned with the general education
curriculum and relevant to the individual student’s needs.

Intense and Frequent Instruction

Students with disabilities require intense and frequent instruction of basic and higher
level concepts. Although it may include one-on-one instruction, intense instruction
refers to a broader set of features, including careful matching of instruction with
student skill levels; frequent opportunities for student responses; instructional cues,
prompts, and fading to facilitate correct responses; and detailed task-focused
feedback.

Explicit Instruction

An increasing body of evidence supports the need for students with disabilities to be
directly taught the processes and concepts that nondisabled children tend to learn
naturally through experiences. Gersten (1998) has identified five principles of explicit
instruction: ‘

1. Providing students with an adequate range of examples to exemplify a
concept or problem-solving strategy.

2. Providing models of proficient performance, including step-by-step
strategies (as needed) or broad, generic questions and guidelines that focus
attention and prompt deep processing.

3. Providing experiences where students explain how and why they make
decisions.

4. Providing frequent feedback on quality of performance and support so that
students persist in activities.

5. Providing adequate practice and activities that are interesting and engaging.

While a variety of approaches to explicit instruction exist, they all have a similar
focus: directly teaching thinking and problem-solving strategies to students who have
difficulty acquiring such skills in a seemingly natural manner. One of the most
common strategies is the use of scaffolding, which entails the teacher’s presentation
of a series of frameworks (e.g., questions or outlines) that facilitate a student’s study
of the instructional content (Harris & Pressley, 1991, as cited in Gersten, 1998;
MacArthur, Schwartz, Graham, Molloy, & Harris, as cited in Gersten, 1998). As
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students become familiar with the frameworks, they are encouraged to adapt the
specific components to support their review of the material.

Another example of explicit instruction is anchored instruction (Bottge &
Hasselbring, 1993; Hollingsworth & Woodward, 1993). In this practice, students are
taught key vocabulary, measurements, procedures, or concepts ptior to the
introduction of a problem-solving activity. As a result, their ability to participate in
the analysis is enhanced through the initial instruction, which serves as an anchor for
the more complex activities. Additional strategies that strengthen this approach
include decreases in writing demands (e.g., completing sentences rather than writing
short essays) and memory demands (e.g., following written procedures rather than
relying on memory) (Mastropieri, Scruggs, & Chung, 1997).

Students appear to benefit from instruction in its component parts (e.g,
phonological awareness, word recognition, written expression) when instruction is
hierarchical with an initial focus on basic skills as a prerequisite for higher order,
problem-solving applications. However, care must be taken to ensure that students
are not placed in a long-term status of “not yet ready” for higher order activities.
Instead, their educational experiences need to include a blend of experiences so they
are able to demonstrate knowledge in multiple ways (Orkwis & McLane, 1998).

Summary

Federal education policy is clear in its intent for all students to be active participants
in the general education curriculum. The IDEA Amendments of 1997 call for a
broader focus in educational planning. The reference point for IEP development is
now the student’s participation in the general education curriculum and the supports
needed to accomplish this goal.

Although this is unchartered territory, students can benefit from an emerging body
of research that emphasizes the importance of universal design of curricula and
instructional materials and of strategies that support access to the general education
curriculum. Special educators must possess content knowledge necessary for
delivering instruction; students need access to instruction that is individually
referenced, intense, frequent, and explicit.

Enhancing access to the general education curriculum requires 2 new approach to
collaboration between general and special education. Joint participation and
leadership in cutriculum and standards development, professional development,
resource allocation, and instruction are critical factors in helping students with
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disabilities access the general education curriculum and acquire skills that will better
prepare them for life after school.
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DEVELOPING A HIGHLY TRAINED TEACHER WORKFORCE

Introduction

merica’s future depends now, as never before, on our ability to

teach. If every citizen is to be prepared for a democratic society
whose major product is knowledge, every teacher must know how to
teach students in ways that help them reach high levels of intellectual
and social competence. Every school must be organized to support
powerful teaching and learning. Every school district must be able to
find and keep good teachers. And every community must be focused
on preparing students to become competent citizens and workers in a
pluralistic, technological society (National Commission on Teaching
& America’s Future, 1996, p. 3).

This urgent call for effective teachers reflects lessons learned from more than a
decade of education reform efforts that have left the preparation of teachers virtually
unchanged. Although the professionalization of teaching was added to the reform
agenda in the late 1980s (Carnegie Forum on Education and the Economy, 1986),
initial attempts to improve the quality of teaching focused on structural and
organizational components, using approaches such as increased salaries, career
ladders, and merit pay (Hawley, 1988). Those failed attempts at improving teaching
and learning led to the inevitable conclusion that improvements in the quality of
America’s schools would require changes to existing systems for recruiting,
preparing, and supporting America’s teachers (e.g., Association of Teacher
Educators, 1991; Goodlad, 1994; National Commission on Teaching & America’s
Future, 1996; Pugach, Barnes, & Beckum, 1991; U.S. Department of Education,
1997). That conclusion was bolstered by mounting research evidence that indicated
the critical link between teaching practice and student achievement (e.g., Cohen,
McLaughlin, & Talbert, 1993; Elmore, Peterson, & McCarthey, 1996; Ferguson &
Ladd, 1996). As noted by Terry Dozier, former National Teacher of the Year and
Special Advisor to the Secretary of Education: “The highest standards in the world,
the best facilities, and the strongest accountability measures will do little good if we
do not have talented, dedicated, and well-prepared teachers in every classroom. . . .
Our Nation’s goals in education will not be achieved without the development of an
excellent teacher workforce” (Dozier, 1997, p. 1).

The importance of workforce quality was given heightened priority by the release of
data indicating that, overall, about a quarter of newly hired teachers lack the
qualifications required for their jobs, with 75 percent of urban districts hiring
teachers who lack proper credentials (National Commission on Teaching &
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America’s Future, 1996). Some evidence suggests that inadequate teacher preparation
is even more common among special educators than in the general teacher
workforce. Boe, Cook, Bobbitt, and Terhanian (1998) report, for example, that in
1990-91, about 10 percent of special education teachers were not fully certified in
their primary teaching assignment, compared to 6 percent of general education
teachers who were not fully certified. More recent data reported by States to the U.S.
Department of Education’s Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) shows
that for the 1995-96 school year, about 8.7 percent of special education teachers
were not fully certified (U.S. Department of Education, 1998c).

These research findings, as well as national efforts to raise awareness of the
importance of a highly trained workforce, most notably those of the National
Commission on Teaching & America’s Future', have mobilized a variety of programs
and strategies at the Federal, State, and local levels for investing in the teaching
profession. For example, the Department of Education’s Office of Educational
Research and Improvement (OERI) funds two research and development initiatives
focused on teaching and policy--the National Center for the Study of Teaching and
Policy, housed at the University of Washington with the collaboration of other major
universities, and the National Partnership for Excellence and Accountability in
Teaching at the University of Maryland, a collaboration among several major
universities and professional associations that work in partnership to engage in
efforts aimed at improving the quality of teaching.

As the ability to address teacher quality will rely on a commitment to implement
reforms at both State and local levels, the National Commission on Teaching &
America’s Future is working in partnership with governors, State education
departments, legislators, and business leaders in 12 States to design and implement
improvement strategies that reépond to local needs. Further, the National Council
for Accreditation of Teacher Education, which sets standards for teacher education;
the Interstate New Teacher Assessment and Support Consortium (INTASC), which
addresses beginning teacher licensure issues; and the National Board for Professional
Teaching Standards (NBPTS), which provides advanced certification to qualified
veteran teachers, have joined to develop a coherent set of standards to guide
preservice education of teachers, entry into the field, and continued professional
development (National Commission on Teaching & America’s Future, 1997).

The National Commission on Teaching & America’s Future is a bipartisan blue-ribbon panel of 26
public officials, business and community leaders, and educators. The commission was formed in
1994 to develop an agenda for improving the quality of America’s teachers. It was funded originally
through foundation grants, and it continues to be supported by a variety of foundations. More
recently, OERI has supported some of the efforts of the commission.

1-34 60



Developing a Highly Trained Teacher Workforce

In addition to these efforts, the Department of Education has made a strong
commitment to support States and local school districts in efforts to improve the
quality of the teacher workforce. This section of the report outlines the activities of
the Department, with a particular focus on OSEP activities that are designed to
address needs of personnel who work with students with disabilities.

Department of Education Professional Development Activities

“A talented and dedicated teacher in every classroom in America” is a major
objective of the Department of Education (U.S. Department of Education, 1997). As
set forth in the Department’s Strategic Plan for 1998-2002, six core strategies are
planned for meeting this objective:

® improving the quality and retention of new teachers;

¢ financial support and interagency coordination to implement professional
development strategies that will increase the skills of current teachers;

® support of States’ efforts to align licensing and certification requirements
with content and performance standards;

® teacher recognition and accountability through efforts such as the NBPTS;

e research, development, evaluation, and dissemination of research-based
strategies for improving teacher quality; and

® a biennial national report card on teacher quality.

A variety of existing Federal programs both directly and indirectly support these
strategies, including the newly established Comprehensive School Reform
Demonstration program, the Goals 2000: Educate America Act, the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act (ESEA), the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act
(IDEA), the Adult Education Act, the Higher Education Act, the Perkins Vocational
and Applied Technical Education Act, and the School to Work Opportunities Act.
Some of these programs are intended to benefit special populations of students (e.g.,
students with disabilities, students who are limited-English proficient). The use of
Federal funds specifically to support professional development activities that
improve the quality of the workforce must be consistent with the overall purposes
and requirements of each program: Goals 2000 funds, for example, can be used to
support professional development activities that familiarize teachers with State
standards and support teacher knowledge and skills that are aligned to student
expectations within the context of statewide standards. About 60 percent of Goals
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2000 funds are used to support teacher preservice and professional-development
activities (U.S. Department of Education, 19982).

Two Federal programs, Title II of ESEA and Part D of IDEA, are designed
specifically to support the professional development of educators. The Dwight D.
Eisenhower Professional Development Program (Title 11 of ESEA), with a fiscal
year (FY) 1998 appropriation of $335 million, is the largest source of Federal funding
for such activities. This formula grant program provides funds to State education
agencies (SEAs) and State agencies of higher education (SAHEs) to support high-
quality, sustained, and intensive professional development activities in core academic
subjects, particularly math and science. The funds tend to support teacher
improvement efforts at the district and school levels based on a comprehensive
review of their professional development needs. Funds also assist institutions of
higher education (IHEs) and others to develop their capacity to offer high-quality
professional development activities. Local education agencies (LEAs) apply to the
State for subgrants, with about 95 percent of all LEAs participating in the program.
Colleges and universities submit grant applications to the SAHE. Three suggested
uses of the Eisenhower funds include: (1) professional development in the effective
use of technology as a classtoom tool, (2) the formation of professional development
networks that allow educators to exchange information on advances in content and
pedagogy, and (3) peer training and mentoring programé for teachers and
administrators. The annual performance reports for the grants require grantees to
report on how Eisenhower funds are used to help meet the needs of diverse groups
of students, including students with disabilities. Activities supported under Part D of
IDEA to address the professional development of educators who work with
students with disabilities are described in the following section, which discusses more
broadly OSEP’s efforts to address the need for a highly trained workforce.

OSEP Professional Development Activities

It is a priority for OSEP to assemble a highly trained workforce to provide services
to students with disabilities. A major objective for the use of discretionary funds
available under the IDEA Amendments of 1997 is to “ensure an adequate supply of
highly qualified personnel” (U.S. Department of Education, 1998b). The five
performance indicators of this objective as delineated by OSEP include:

e Supply of qualified personnel. OSEP intends to obtain these data from
State reports to track whether an increasing number of States are meeting
their identified needs for qualified personnel.
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Research-validated effective practices. Beginning with FY 1999, OSEP
plans to review funded award and institutional practices to ensure that an
increasing percentage of training programs will incorporate research-
validated practices into program curricula. Grant selection criteria that
promote the use of research-validated effective program content and
pedagogy and an identification of research-validated effective practices are
two strategies that will support this indicator.

Personnel employed with certification. State-reported data for 1996-97
reveal that across all funded positions for special education teachers and
related services personnel, 8.6 percent wete not fully certified. The range
across categoties was quite wide, with a low of 1.2 percent for SEA
supervisors and administrators to a high of 15.7 percent for interpretets.
Other categories with a higher than average proportion of noncertified
petsonnel include teachers for 3- through 5-year-olds (10.7 percent),
teacher aides (14.1 percent), and recreation and therapeutic recreation
specialists (10.2 percent) (U.S. Department of Education, 1998a). In the
future, OSEP also will use data from the National Center for Education
Statistics (NCES) Schools and Staffing Survey to track its goal of an
increasing percentage of special education teachers and related services
personnel with appropriate certification.

Special education training for regular education teachers. Although,
as noted above, the Department of Education provides a variety of funding
streams to support professional development of teachers based on State
and local needs, these programs do not necessarily support activities that
would increase the capacity of regular education teachers to address the
needs of students with disabilities. New requitements resulting from the
IDEA Amendments of 1997 will require general educators to become
increasingly skilled at meeting the needs of students with disabilities. These
requirements include, for example, that general educators be included in
individualized education program (IEP) meetings, that students with
- disabilities be provided access to the general education curticulum, and that
students with disabilities participate in State and local assessment programs.
OSEP intends to use data from the NCES Schools and Staffing Survey to
determine if an increasing percentage of general education teachers and
community service providers are receiving preservice and inservice training
in special education and developmentally appropriate practices. OSEP will
also support preparation programs for regular education personnel to work
with students with disabilities.

Effective personnel. As one measure of personnel quality, OSEP plans to
conduct surveys of teachers, parents, and students regarding personnel
knowledge and skills as well as self-efficacy surveys of personnel. These
survey data will be used to determine if an increasing percentage of special
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and regular education teachers and early intervention personnel have the
knowledge and skills to improve educational results for children with
disabilities.

Although these performance indicators are new to OSEP, the idea of supporting
personnel preparation activities for educators who work with students with
disabilities is not. Under Part D of IDEA, OSEP currently administers more than
$83 million in grants to help address State-identified needs for qualified personnel to
work with students with disabilities. During FY 1997, these funds supported over
600 preservice and inservice training programs for special education, related services,
early intervention, and leadership personnel. Grants were awarded across 14
priorities to IHEs, SEAs, and other nonprofit agencies. The personnel preparation
priorities address a wide variety of areas, not just teacher preparation. The 14 priority
areas include the preparation of personnel for careers in special education;
preparation of related services personnel; preparation of personnel to serve infants,
toddlers, and preschoolers; grants for preservice personnel training; preparation of
educational interpreters; leadership personnel; special projects--multiple  topics;
special projects--national initiatives; preparation of personnel to serve children with
low-incidence disabilities; preparation of personnel for careers in special education--
emotional disturbance; early childhood model inservice training projects; preparation
of minority personnel; SEA programs; and model standards for beginning teachers.

Addressing the priority area of preservice personnel training, for example, 48 new
and 50 continuation grants were awarded to support the preservice preparation of
personnel in three areas: special education teachers, related services personnel, and
early intervention and preschool personnel. Under this priority, grantees can develop
new programs or improve existing programs that will increase the capacity and
quality of preservice programs in one, two, or all three of these areas. Prior to FY
1996, these preservice priorities were funded under separate competitions. Recently
funded projects include, for example, a Northern Illinois University training program
for master’s level students who will become elementary teachers for students with
emotional disturbance, an interdisciplinary graduate program at Allegheny University
of the Health Sciences to prepare already licensed physical therapists and
occupational therapists to demonstrate competencies that promote the full inclusion
of students with disabilities in educational settings, and a project at California State
University, Northridge, to promote the early completion of a new credential program
for early childhood special education teachers who reflect the increasing cultural and
linguistic diversity of the population to prepare them to support students with
disabilities in the general education classroom.

Under a special projects priority that addresses multiple topics, 18 new and 45
continuation grants were awarded during FY 1997 to support initiatives designed to
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develop and demonstrate new approaches for the preservice and inservice training of
personnel for careers in special education and early intervention; to develop materials
and approaches to prepare personnel; and to develop other projects of national
significance for the preparation of personnel needed to serve infants, toddlers,
children, and youth with disabilities. One of the projects funded under this priority is
at the University of New Mexico at Albuquerque, where project staff are developing
and evaluating a new personnel training model for regular educators, special
educators, parents, and related services personnel in the process of individualizing
educational programs for children with autism. The special project at the National
Resource Center for Paraprofessionals in Education and Related Services at the City
University of New York is developing, evaluating, and producing competency-based
instructional materials to prepare paraeducators to work with children and youth
with disabilities and other special needs that place them at risk for school failure. At
the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign, a special projects grant is supporting
the identification and organization or competencies needed by secondary-level
teachers and rehabilitation personnel relevant to planning and delivering transition
services for youth with disabilities. That project will also develop and evaluate a
conceptual model of transition-related competencies and disseminate the model
nationally.

During FY 1997, OSEP also funded two new special projects of national significance
focused on improving the quality of the teacher workforce. At the University of
Kansas in Lawrence, gfant funds are being used to develop an academy linking
teacher education to advances in research, particularly in the areas of improving
reading instruction for students with learning disabilities, the use of technology to
enhance educational results for students with disabilities, and the use of positive
behavioral supports to teach children with disabilities who exhibit challenging
behaviors. The goals of the project ate to improve instruction by infusing research-
based interventions into the teacher education curriculum and making these
interventions available to practicing teachers. A second project funded under this
priority is at the Council for Exceptional Children, where project staff are working
with a national advisory board and other key stakeholders to address issues in the
recruitment and preparation of personnel for teaching students who have low vision
or are blind.

OSEP also awarded a 2-year personnel preparation grant to the Council of Chief
State School Officers (CCSSO) to craft model State licensing standards for all
beginning teachers (both general and special educators) to better reflect what
teachers need to know and be able to do to teach students with disabilities. This
project, coordinated by INTASC, will simultaneously develop and implement
standards for general and special education teachers that promise to promote
complementary preparation and licensure, clarify distinctions in responsibilities
among general and special educators, and allow States to collectively agree upon a
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common policy for licensing general and special education teachers. Currently, 31
SEAs and independent professional standards boards are working with CCSSO on
this project.

As described in the following historical overview of the personnel preparation
program, these types of activities have been funded for 40 years with relatively minor
changes. A subsequent section of this module discusses major changes to the OSEP-
supported professional development enterprise resulting from the IDEA
Amendments of 1997, and some of OSEP’s plans for the future in response to those
changes.

Historical Overview of OSEP Personnel Preparation

Federal grant funds for the preparation of pefsonnel to meet the needs of students
with disabilities have been available since 1958 when P.L. 85-926, the Education of
Mentally Retarded Children Act, authorized $2,500 grants to IHEs for training
leadership personnel in the program area of mental retardation (Kleinhammer-
Tramill, Gallagher, & Earley, 1998). By 1970, funding had increased to $29.7 million
to support a highly categorical professional development program. “Funds for
personnel preparation were earmarked by category, and universities submitted
categorical grants to receive funding. . . .” (Kleinhammer-Tramill et al,, 1998, p. 3).
Just prior to enactment of P.L. 94-142 (the Education for All Handicapped Children
Act) in 1976, however, personnel preparation funds were awarded as Program
Assistance Grants (PAGs) or “block grants” to special education departments, which
allowed IHEs to develop noncategorical training programs with a great deal of

flexibility.

With the implementation of P.L. 94-142, a mandate to increase available services to
previously unserved and underserved populations resulted in a need to focus on the
preparation of teachers to meet the needs of specific student populations, such as
students with low-incidence disabilities, students residing in rural areas, or students
with emotional disturbance. Consequently, by 1980, funding streams were again
awarded categorically. These programs provided less flexibility than the PAGs and
encouraged the use of stipend support for students, resulting in few attempts to
address program improvement, administration, or infrastructure, all of which would

enhance the quality of professional development activities (Kleinhammer-Tramill et
al,, 1998).

This approach to Federal personnel preparation funding was relatively consistent
until 1995, when priorities for the grant program resulted in a three-component
application that combined funds for related services, early childhood, and training
personnel for careers in special education into a single competition. Grants were
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intended to support training of personnel for both low- and high-incidence
disabilities. In making this change, OSEP intended to encourage interprofessional,
multidisciplinary approaches to the education of students with disabilities. As
detailed in the following section, the IDEA Amendments of 1997 made several
major changes to OSEP’s support of professional development activities.

Changes in Personnel Preparation Programs

With enactment of the IDEA Amendments of 1997 came both a renewed focus on
and a shift in the approach to OSEP’s support of professional development
programs. In amending IDEA, Congress recognized that “an effective educational
system now and in the future must promote comprehensive programs of
professional development to ensure that the persons responsible for the education or
transition of children with disabilities possess the skills and knowledge necessary to
address the educational and related needs of those children.” (§651(a)(6)(F))

The amendments combined the 14 discretionary projects previously supported under
Part D of IDEA, including the personnel preparation grants to IHEs, into seven
authorities under two subparts of Part D, National Activities to Improve Education
of Children with Disabilities. Support for addressing professional development is
now included under both Subpart 1, State Program Improvement Grants for
Children with Disabilities, and Subpart 2, Coordinated Research, Personnel
Preparation, Technical Assistance, Support and Dissemination of Part D. One of the
major changes is that under Subpart 1, federally supported personnel training
activities that historically have been the domain of IHEs now include SEAs. A
competitive application process for the funds is based on a State Improvement Plan
(SIP) for special education, which must be included in an application for a State
Improvement Grant (SIG). Awards are based on State population, State need, and
available resources (§655). The types of activities proposed by the State are also a
funding consideration.

SIGs are intended to promote systemic reforms that will improve results for children
with disabilities. They must be based on a four-pronged needs analysis that considers
“those critical aspects of early intervention, general education, and special education
programs (including professional development, based on an assessment of State and
local needs) that must be improved to enable children with disabilities to meet the
goals established by the State under section 612(a)(16).” (§653(b)(1)) The SIGs are to
be implemented through a partnership that must include the SEA, LEAs, and other
State agencies providing services to students with disabilities and include a variety of
other stakeholders such as parents of children with disabilities, professional
organizations, and IHEs.
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A substantial proportion (50-75 percent) of the SIGs must be used to support
preservice and inservice professional development activities based on identified
needs of States as set forth in the SIP. The Comprehensive System of Personnel
Development (CSPD) also required under IDEA must be implemented regardless of
whether a SIG is awarded. As required previously, the CSPD is to be designed to
ensure an adequate supply of qualified special education, regular education, related
services, and eatly intervention personnel; the CSPD can meet the personnel
development requirements of the SIG. In fact, “it may serve as the framework for
the State’s personnel development part of a SIG grant application” (U.S. Department
of Education, 1998d).

Since the implementation of these grants with the IDEA Amendments of 1997,
States have used SIG funds to:

e broker changes in IHE preservice and inservice offerings to ensure that
special education instruction aligns with new State standards and
educational reform efforts;

e broker changes in IHE preservice and inservice offerings to ensure that
general and special education teachers learn to modify and accommodate
instructional practices to meet the needs of all students; '

e assist IHEs to expand their capacity to produce special education teachers
and early intervention providers;

e implement career ladders whereby paraprofessionals pursue special
education teacher certification;

e provide stipends, with payback clauses, on a preservice and inservice level
to address personnel shortages in LEAs; and

e develop training systems based on distance learning principles to address
personnel shortages.

As noted by Kleinhammer-Tramill et al. (1998), with these changes, there has been a
significant shift in the distribution of funding and locus of control over professional
development activities from IHEs to the States. Under the IDEA Amendments of
1997, Part D, Subpart 2, IHEs are still eligible to apply for personnel preparation
grants similar to those that have been funded in prior years. Still, significant changes
were made to this discretionary program. Personnel preparation grants to IHEs are
currently authorized to meet the training needs of: (1) personnel to serve students
with low-incidence disabilities, (2) leadership personnel, and (3) personnel to serve
students with high-incidence disabilities. A fourth type of grant will address projects
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of national significance, such as the use of technology to enhance educational results
for students with disabilities or the establishment of personnel preparation standards.
LEAs and other entities are also eligible to apply for these grants, in addition to
IHEs, which now will be expected, based on OSEP priorities, to become active
partners with other entities in the delivery of professional development services. In
another major change, the IDEA Amendments of 1997 require that students
receiving stipend support from a Part D personnel preparation grant must agree to a
2-year service commitment for every year for which assistance was received or repay
all or part of the assistance.

Future Directions and Prior Results

The changes to the long-standing personnel preparation program as a result of the
IDEA Amendments of 1997 represent a new understanding of the importance of
how personnel are prepared to work with students with disabilities and acknowledge
the important roles played by entities other than IHEs to ensure an adequate supply
of quality teachers. In recognition of this shift, OSEP is in the process of expanding
its planning and evaluation functions as they relate to personnel preparation. OSEP
is establishing a comprehensive planning process for discretionary activities which
will use a broad-based group of stakeholders to develop program agendas, including
an agenda for professional development (Danielson, 1997). OSEP is also in the
process of preparing descriptive historical documentation of its support of
profeésional development activities which can help it shape that agenda. Finally,
OSEP will fund a study on unmet needs for high-quality personnel to serve students
with disabilities. It will address: (1) shortages in the number and quality of personnel
serving students with disabilities, (2) variations in patterns of numerical shortages
and quality in the work force, and (3) factors that influence identified variations.

These planned activities also represent a change in OSEP’s approach to professional
development activities. Despite the fact that Federal special education training grants
have been available since 1958 as discussed above, little information has been
collected on the success of the training programs in meeting the overall goals of
increasing the quantity and quality of the special education workforce. In prior years,
State-reported data on the supply and demand of special education personnel
represented one of the only sources of information on personnel employed and
needed to educate students with disabilities. In addition, IHEs that received a Part D
training grant were also required to report the number of students “trained” under
the grant. Neither data source provided an indication of the adequacy with which
individuals were prepared or their quality in meeting the needs of students with
disabilities.
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Only one recent study has evaluated the success of an OSEP-funded personnel
preparation endeavor. That study evaluated the use of professional development
partnership (PDP) projects awarded to five sites as a strategy for reform of existing
personnel preparation systems (O’Reilly, 1998). Major findings indicated that the
partnerships were very successful in building personnel capacity and that specific
types of partnerships (i.e., collaborations) showed great promise of systems change
and sustainability of project impacts. Three elements necessary for successful
partnerships were identified, including broad stakeholder involvement, a respected
leader, and shared mission among partnership participants. The partnerships
required under the IDEA Amendments of 1997 for implementation of the SIPs are
very similar to the partnerships established by the five PDP projects.

Conclusions

The Department of Education has focused considerable effort and resources on
improving the quality of our Nation’s teacher workforce. These efforts are supported
and have been encouraged by Congress and by researchers, policy makers,
professional organizations, foundations, parents, students, and community members
in recognition that better results for students depend on a better prepared teacher
workforce. During public meetings leading up to reauthorization of IDEA,
personnel development was a consistent high-priority concern of special education
stakeholders. OSEP has been involved in promoting professional development of
personnel who work with students with disabilities for the past four decades. In the
future, OSEP will continue to support such activities with a slightly different focus
that will result in greater involvement of States and local communities in professional
development endeavors. This shift has resulted in part from the research-based
knowledge that has developed from the Federal government’s substantial investment
into research on teachers and teaching (National Center for the Study of Teaching
and Policy, 1998) that indicates the critical role of classroom practice in improving
student achievement and in part from recognition that IHEs were not always
meeting State’s personnel needs.

The ability of the Department of Education and OSEP to meet their objectives of a
highly trained teacher workforce for our schools will be seriously challenged by a
number of conditions. First, an anticipated need to hire more than 2 million teachers
over the next decade due to increasing retirements of an aging workforce and a
concomitant enrollment surge will require a focus on policies that increase both the
quality and guantity of classroom recruits (National Commission on Teaching &
America’s Future, 1997). Other challenges include an increasing diversity of the
student population that is not reflected in the teacher workforce, a robust economy
that attracts talented individuals into higher paying employment sectors, an increased
empbhasis on the use of technology in the provision of educational services, and high-
stakes accountability systems which are placing heavier demands on teachers.
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With most students with disabilities spending the majority of their school day in a
regular classroom (U.S. Department of Education, 1997), issues of ensuring a quality
workforce to meet the needs of students with disabilities are compounded. Despite
recent efforts to increase the quality of the teacher workforce, general educators
receive little or no preparation in addressing the needs of students with disabilities.
OSEP-supported professional development activities are the only federally funded
activities that specifically acknowledge this need and encourage grantees to address it.

As reflected in the Department of Education’s strategies for developing a highly
trained workforce, addressing these challenges will require changes in all stages of
personnel preparation, including recruitment, preservice and inservice training, and
induction of new teachers into schools. These challenges and the radical shifts in the
support of professional development activities resulting from the IDEA
Amendments of 1997 suggest that it will be more important than ever to evaluate the
effectiveness and impact of Federal efforts to address professional development
needs over the next few years.
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II. STUDENT CHARACTERISTICS

Special Education in Correctional Facilities

Children Ages Birth Through Five Served Under IDEA

Students Ages 6 Through 21 Served Under IDEA




SPECIAL EDUCATION IN CORRECTIONAL FACILITIES

More than one in three
youths who enter correc-
tional facilittes have previously
received special education ser-

vices, a considerably higher
percentage of youths with
disabilities than is found in

public elementary and secondaty
schools (Leone, 1997). Under
the Individuals with Disabilities
Education Act (IDEA), youths

with disabilittes in correctional

Glossary of Terms .

Adjudicated: Judicial determination
(judgment) that a youth 1s a delinquent-status
offender or an adult offender.

Committed: A court decision to place an
adjudicated child in a juvenile justice program
or adult corrections system.

Delinquency: Acts or conduct in violation of
criminal law. When the act 1s committed by a

juvenile, it may fall within the jurisdiction of
the juvenile court, or the courts may adjudicate
the individual as an adult in the adult court
system.

facilities are entitded to special
education and related services.
Providing appropriate services
for these students, however, can
be extremely challenging. Several
issues have been identified as
having an impact on the pro-
vision of appropriate special
education services in correctional

Detention: In State or local custody, whether
through secure, nonsecure, or home detention
while awaiting an arraignment, adjudication, or
judicial order.

e di . Detention Center: Comparable to a jail in the
facilities, inclu ng .tran51ence' of adult system, a temporary, secure holding
the student population, conflict- facility for juvenile offenders.

ing organizational goals for = ==
security and rehabilitation, shortages of adequately prepared personnel, and limited
interagency coordination.

This module synthesizes available information on youths with disabilities in
correctional facilities and efforts to provide this population with a free appropriate
public education (FAPE). The first section describes the number and characteristics
of incarcerated youths with disabilittes. The second section portrays special
education services in correctional facilities. The third section discusses particular
challenges associated with the provision of services in cotrectional facilities, and the
fourth reports results for incarcerated youths with disabilities.
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Number and Characteristics of Students with Disabilities in
Correctional Facilities

Researchers generally agree that students with disabilities are overrepresented in the
juvenile justice system. However, estimates of the number and percentage of
students with disabilities in correctional facilities vary considerably (Perryman,
DiGangi, & Rutherford, 1989). Data from the U.S. Department of Education, Office
of Special Education Programs (OSEP) indicate that, on December 1, 1996, 15,930
students with disabilities were served in correctional facilities.! Youths with
emotional disturbance and learning disabilities made up the majority of those
incarcerated--42 and 45 percent, respectively (see figure II-1). In a 1985 study,
Rutherford, Nelson, and Wolford estimated that 9,293 youths in State adult and
juvenile correctional facilities had disabilities (28 percent of the juvenile population).
Of those, 80 percent were receiving special education and related services. OSEP is
currently sponsoring a study that replicates the 1985 study.

Two of the reasons it is difficult to pinpoint the number and percentage of students
with disabilities in correctional facilities are the wide range and varying jurisdictions
of correctional facilities across the country. Incarcerated youths with disabilities may
be housed in jails, detention facilities, group homes for young offenders, adult or

“juvenile prisons, camps, ranches, private programs, or treatment facilities.

In most instances, jails are administered by local governments. The majority of
individuals confined in jails are awaiting arraignment or trial. Others are serving
sentences ot are awaiting transfer to other correctional facilities. Incarceration in jails
is often very short; in most jails, the average incarceration is less than 72 hours
(Wolford, 1987). Prisons, on the other hand, are operated at both the State and
Federal levels and typically house inmates for longer periods of time (Snarr, 1987).

Juvenile halls, detention centers, and camps or ranches are specifically designed to
serve juveniles. The education programs in juvenile halls and detention centers are
typically modeled after secondary schools, including the provision of special
education services to students with disabilities (Leone, 1987). Camps or ranches are
usually smaller, and youths often split their time between school and work related to
operating the facility. Smaller juvenile corrections programs, such as ranches, camps,
ptivate programs, or treatment facilities, frequently do not provide special education.
OSEP monitors for these services and requites corrective action when States are not
ensuring that these services are provided. Efforts are ongoing and have not yet
resulted in complete compliance.

' OSEP has been collecting data on the number of students with disabilities in correctional facilities

since 1987-88.
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Figure II-1
Percentage of Students in Correctional Facilities by Disability: 1996-97

Speech or Language a
Impairment Other Disabilities
3%

Mental Retardation
7%

Specific Learning
Disability
45%

a/ Other disabilities include visual impairment, hearing impairment, other health impairment,
orthopedic impairment, autism, traumatic brain injury, multiple disabilities, and deaf-
blindness.

Source: U.S. Department of Education, Office of Special Education Programs, Data Analysis System
(DANS).

What accounts for the disproportionate representation of students with disabilities
among incarcerated youths? There are various theories about the relatonship
between delinquency and disability, but none have been adequately tested by
research. One theory holds that school failure is the common link between
delinquency and disability. Learning and behavioral disabilities may lead to academic
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failure and dropout, which, in turn, lead to delinquent behavior (Hirschi, as cited in
Fink, 1990b).

A second theory postulates that youths with disabilities exhibit certain cognitive,
behavioral, and personality deficits that predispose them to delinquent behavior.
These deficits--lack of impulse control, poor reception of social cues, and a
diminished ability to learn from experience--may increase susceptibility to delinquent
behavior (Murray, as cited in Fink, 1990b). In a study by Keilitz and Dunivant
(1986), youths with learning disabilities reported committing more acts of
delinquency, including stealing from a home, stealing from school, shoplifting, and
damaging property, than did their peers without disabilities. Youths with learning
disabilities were also more likely to commit violent acts, use marijuana and alcohol,
and experience problems with school discipline (Bryan, Pearl, & Herzog, 1989).

A third theory regarding the disproportionate percentage of youths with disabilities
in correctional facilities suggests that at all stages of the juvenile justice system,
offenders with disabilities are treated differently from other offenders who engage in
the same types of delinquent behaviors (Keilitz & Dunivant, as cited in Fink, 1990b).
Consequently, delinquent youths with disabilities may be more likely than those
without disabilities to be incarcerated (Keilitz & Dunivant, 1986). They may be more
likely to be apprehended by the police because they lack the skills to plan strategies,
avoid detection, interact appropriately, and comprehend questions and warnings
during police encounters. Wagner and colleagues (1992) found that 19 percent of all
youths with disabilities were arrested by the time they had been out of school for 2
years. This was much higher than overall juvenile arrests; 5 percent of all juveniles
ages 10 to 17 were arrested in 1992 (Snyder & Sickmund, 1995). The
overrepresentation of offenders with disabilities in the juvenile justice system may be
explained by some combination of these theories (Leone, Rutherford, & Nelson,
1991b) or by some reason or reasons yet to be determined.

Doren, Bullis, and Benz (1996) explored factors predicting arrest for students with
disabilities. They found that, holding other variables constant, males with disabilities
were 2.4 times more likely than females with disabilities to be arrested during their
school career. Students with emotional disturbance were 13.3 times more likely than
other students with disabilities to be arrested while in school. Students with learning
disabilities were 3.9 times more likely than other students to be arrested. Dropout
status and personal/social achievement also contributed to the likelihood of arrest.
Youths with disabilities who dropped out of school were 5.9 times more likely than
other students to be arrested, and youths with disabilities who scored low on
personal/social achievement skills were 2.3 times more likely to be arrested.
Furthermore, youths with disabilities who had been arrested once were far more
likely to be arrested again.
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Figure II-2
Number of Students in Correctional Facilities by Disability Over Time:
1992-93 to 1996-97
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Source: U.S. Department of Education, Office of Special Education Programs, Data Analysis System
(DANS).

Over the past several years, the number of students with disabilities in correctional
facilities has risen at over twice the rate of the overall special education population.
From 1992-93 to 1996-97, the number of students ages 6 through 21 with disabilities
increased 13 percent; the number in correctional facilities increased 28 percent. The
increase in incarcerated youths can be seen most in juveniles with learning disabilities
and emotional disturbance; these two disabilities also account for the largest
percentage of juveniles with disabilities in correctional facilities (see figure II-2). The
number of incarcerated youths with other disabilities has remained relatively stable
over time. It is not clear whether this increase is due to an actual rise in the number
of youths with these disabiliies committing crimes or a result of correctional
facilities” greater efforts to identify and serve a higher proportion of IDEA-eligible
youths.
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Providing FAPE for Students with Disabilities in Correctional
Facilities

IDEA ensures that students with disabilities will receive FAPE, and these assurances
clearly extend to students in correctional facilities. In the landmark case Green ».
Johnson (1981), the U.S. District Court of Massachusetts ruled that students with
disabilities do not forfeit their rights to an appropriate education because of
incarceration (Grande & Oseroff, 1991). However, the provisions of IDEA were
developed with school settings in mind. This can make the implementation of IDEA
in correctional facilities particularly challenging. Furthermore, the IDEA
Amendments of 1997 limited the State’s obligation somewhat in providing special
education in correctional facilities. The IDEA Amendments of 1997 revised the
eligibility provisions so that States may choose not to provide special education
services to youths with disabilities, ages 18 through 21, who, in the educational
placement prior to their incarceration in an adult correctional facility: (2) were not
actually identified as being a child with a disability under IDEA or (b) did not have
an individualized education program (IEP) under IDEA. The new act provides that
youths with disabilities who are convicted as adults and in adult prisons need not
participate in general educational assessment programs conducted by the State and
that the transition planning and setvices provisions of IDEA do not apply to these
individuals if their eligibility under IDEA will end because of their age before they
will be released from prison. The educational program and placement of youths with
disabilities who are convicted as adults and in adult prisons can be modified by their
IEP teams to accommodate bona fide security or compelling penological interests. A
State also may provide that when individuals with a disability reach the age of
majority under State law, all rights accorded to their parents transfer to those
individuals who are incarcerated in an adult or juvenile Federal, State, or local
correctional institution. -

The availability of special education services varies considerably by type of
correctional facility and also from State to State. Thirty-six States responding to a
national survey reported providing special education services in an average of 92
percent of their State’s juvenile correctional facilities (Kirshstein & Best, 1996).
Educational programs in adult jails and prisons are generally less extensive than those
in juvenile facilities; special education services are only occasionally provided, and
with varying levels of intensity (Leone, 1987; Rutherford et al., 1985; Wolford, 1987).
In 1990-91, 33 of 42 States reported providing special education services in some
adult correctional facilities. On average, 33 percent of institutions in those States
provided special education services (Kirshstein & Best, 1996). An interesting
footnote to these figures is a 1998 ruling by the U.S. Supreme Court. In Penngylvania
Department of Corrections v. Yeskey, the court ruled in favor of an inmate with high
blood pressure who was denied access to a boot camp program, which would have
reduced the length of his incarceration. The court ruled that inmates are covered
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under the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 and, as such, regardless of their
age, they may be entitled to accommodations in education programs offered in
correctional facilities. The impact of this decision, if any, on the provision of special
education services in correctional facilities remains to be seen.

States also differ in the structure of their corrections education programs. In some
States, corrections schools are decentralized, and a warden or institutional
superintendent directs each school. In these cases, noneducators are responsible for
making educational decisions. In other States, a corrections education supervisor
within a bureau oversees education across institutions. The State education agency
(SEA) may also extend rights and responsibilities of a local education agency to the
corrections education organization. In 1990, 21 youth and adult corrections
education programs were characterized as decentralized, 48 were overseen by State
bureaus, and 18 were housed in school districts (Gehring, 1990).

Below, literature on efforts to provide FAPE for youths with disabilities in
correctional facilities is summarized. Issues associated with identification and
assessment, IEP development, provision of services, and personnel are addressed.

ldentifying and Assessing Children with Disabilities

IDEA requires that States identify, locate, and evaluate all children with disabilities
residing in the State who need special education and related services. Education
agencies are responsible for conducting a full, individual evaluation to determine
whether a child is eligible for services under IDEA and to determine the educational
needs of the child. This requirement generally applies to youths in correctional
facilities as well as those in more typical educational settings.

Youths with disabilities in correctional facilities may have received special education
services in their previous school, or they may have a disability that was not
previously identified. Without access to school records, it can be difficult for
corrections personnel to identify youths previously served in special education
because the exchange of information between public schools and correctional
facilities can be problematic (Lewis, Schwartz, & Ianacone, 1988). In one study,
school officials reported learning about a youth’s incarceration through informal
means of communication. Staff in correctional facilities reported that some school
districts refused to release student records without parental permission, delaying the
identification of students with disabilities and the provision of appropriate services
(Leone, 1994). In fact, Moran (1991) found it was not uncommon for youths to have
exited the correctional system by the time their school records arrived.
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Identification and assessment may also be difficult if corrections educators do not
have adequate support for identifying youths with disabilities (e.g., school
psychologists, social workers, special education administrators). In a case study of
one State’s juvenile justice facilities, Leone (1994) found that juvenile correctional
facilities only provided special education services to youths who had been previously
identified as eligible for special education. The juvenile justice department made no
independent efforts to evaluate youths’ eligibility for special education. Furthermore,
at the time of the interviews, staff revealed that there was a backlog of over 4
months in the processing of files for students previously identified as having
disabilities. For example, one student who had received special education services in
public school waited 9 months after his incarceration before a multidisciplinary team
met and placed him in an appropriate program. During the study, the State
department of juvenile justice took steps to address these delays (Leone, 1994).

More than a dozen class action suits brought against correctional facilities since 1990
have addressed the issue of identification and assessment (e.g., Jobn A. v. Castle
(1990), D.B. ». Casey (1991), W.C. v. DeBruyn (1990), Horton v. Willams (1994)). In
Andre H. v. Sobol (1984), the plaintiffs claimed that the detention holding facility did
not conduct any screening or child find activides, did not convene any
multidisciplinary team meetings, and did not make any attempts to get records from
youths’ previous schools. The case was settled out of court 7 years after initiation
(Leone & Meisel, 1997). In Swith v. Wheaton (1987), a school was accused of failing to
meet timelines for evaluating youths for special education eligibility or developing
IEPs. The plaintiffs also asserted that major components of IDEA were not being
followed, such as providing related services (e.g., counseling, occupational therapy)
and creating transition plans. After an 11-year legal battle, the courts ruled that
juvenile detention faciliies must provide a broad array of educational and
rehabilitative services (Becker, 1999). Furthermore, school districts must promptly
release school records to the facility when a child is incarcerated, as well as ensure
appropriate special education placements upon the child’s release (Connecticut Legal
Services, 1999). These cases demonstrate the nature of the difficulties in identifying
and assessing the special education needs of students with disabilities in correctional
facilites.

When the school district is the entity responsible for serving incarcerated youths,
some of the identification problems can be avoided. For example, in the Fairfax
County, Virginia Juvenile Detention Center, a youth’s most recent school--referred
to as the base school--is contacted immediately upon the youth’s arrival, and the
process for obtaining records is initiated. Because the school program in the
Detention Center is officially part of the county school system, the school system
messenger service delivers records from the base school to the detention center. This
speeds the identification of students previously served in special education. In many
cases, records arrive the same day. If a youth is suspected of having a previously
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unidentified disability, the base school is contacted to schedule an assessment by
county school system personnel. Staff at the juvenile detention center stress the
importance of maintaining good personal relations with staff in community schools
to facilitate the identification and assessment process (Markowitz, 1998).

IEP Development

Once youths are found eligible for special education services under IDEA, they are
entitled to an IEP. This written plan must include statements of (1) the child’s
present levels of performance; (2) annual goals, including short-term objectives; (3)
special education and related services; and (4) program modifications or supports.
For youths ages 14 and older in juvenile facilities, the IEP must also include a plan
for the transition from secondary school to postsecondary roles. The IEP team--
including teachers, parents, and, when appropriate, the youth--is required to meet
annually to update the student’s present levels of performance, goals and objectives,
services, and supports. ‘

Providing Special Education and Related Services

The curriculum used in juvenile facilities often parallels that used in local school
districts; curriculums in adult facilities are usually modeled on adult education
programs, with the GED or high school equivalency as the credential earned.
Regardless, the curriculum and service delivery system may not meet student needs.
Researchers suggest that the components of an effective corrections special
education program include: (1) a functional assessment that uses ongoing
measurement to identify discrepancies between a predetermined curriculum or
program standard and the youth’s level of educational achievement, social/
vocational adjustment, and ability to function independently; (2) a functional
curriculum that meets a student’s individual needs, including social, daily living, and
vocational skills; (3) functional instruction that uses positive and direct instructional
strategies; (4) vocational training opportunities; (5) transition services; (6) a full range
of educational and related services; and (7) professional development for educators
and staff (Bullock & McArthur, 1994; Forbes, 1991; Leone, Rutherford, & Nelson,
1991a; Leone, Rutherford, & Nelson, 1991b; Rutherford, Nelson, & Wolford, 1985).

Further, research suggests that effective and ineffective rehabilitation programs differ
in a variety of ways. Effective programs are distinctive in the types of intervention
they provide, their duration and intensity, the characteristics of staff, the relationship
between the staff and offenders, and the extent to which the programs address the
social and economic factors affecting offenders (Gendreau & Ross, as cited in Ross
& Fabiano, 1985; MacKenzie, 1997). By identfying changeable behavior
characteristics, the conceptualization of delinquent behavior is also a critical factor

I1-9



21* Annual Report to Congress

driving the development and implementation of rehabilitation programs. In addition
to addressing the offender’s environment, feelings, behavior, and vocational skills,
effective programs also use a cognitive behavioral and social learning approach. They
include techniques to improve reasoning skills, empathy, and awareness of behavioral
consequences (MacKenzie, 1997; Ross & Fabiano, 1985).

Research suggests that these ideals are rarely met. In his case study of one State’s
juvenile corrections system, Leone (1994) reported that few IEP meetings were held.
Staff reportedly prepared IEPs based on school records and circulated the IEP to
several staff members who reviewed and signed it. Involving parents in IEP
meetings was particularly difficult. Parents were frequently sent notices of IEP
meetings, but they rarely attended, and this was also true of surrogate parents
appointed by the State. Similar issues were noted in a number of suits against juvenile
and adult correctional programs (e.g., Melvin v. Schilling (1991), T.Y. v. Shawnee County
(1994), E.R. v. McDonnell (1994)). Parents of youths in correctional facilities are
reported to miss many hours of work handling court-related matters and may not
have the flexibility to attend IEP meetings (Markowitz, 1998).

Furthermore, Leone found that students with disabilities in correctional facilities
received considerably less intensive special education programming than they had in
public schools (7 to 7 1/2 class periods per week compared to 19 1/2 to 22 1/2
periods per week). It appeared from the review of records that students received one
or two periods of special education service per day, regardless of their level of need.
Few students received speech therapy, and none received counseling or
psychological services despite the fact that a number of these youths received such
services prior to incarceration. Leone also found that none of the IEP goals or
objectives addressed the transition of students from correctional facilities to their
home communities or other institutions (Leone, 1994).

Moran (1991) described some of the difficulties associated with providing special
education services within correctional facilities. The time available for providing
special education services often conflicted with higher priority activities, such as
meeting with attorneys, meeting with probation counselors, appearing in coutrt, or
attending other scheduled classes. Depending on the availability of staff and
scheduling in residential units, special education teachers would sometimes have to
escort youths from the residential unit to the school facility. Limitations on the
number of youths who could be escorted without assistance reduced the number
served at any one time. In addition, dormitory confinement was used as a common
disciplinary tool, and, during confinement, youths, in many cases, did not attend
school or receive special education services. Services are provided to students in
confinement in some systems.
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Much attention has been given to the interpretation of the IDEA Amendments of
1997 requirement that students with disabilities be served in the least restrictive
environment. The law holds that

to the maximum extent appropriate, children with disabilities,
including children in public or private institutions or other care
facilities, are educated with children who are not disabled, and special
classes, separate schooling, or other removal of children with
disabilities from the general educational environment occurs only
when the nature or severity of the disability of a child is such that
education in general classes with the use of supplementary aids and
services cannot be achieved satisfactorily. (§612(a)(5)(A))

Interpreting the application of this mandate within the confines of a correctional
facility is particularly difficult. Some researchers have labeled correctional facilities #he
most  restrictive environment (Rutherford et al, 1985). Nonetheless, youths with
disabilities in correctional facilides may receive educational services with
nondisabled, incarcerated peers.

IDEA does provide some flexibility for placing adjudicated youths with disabilities in
the least restrictive environment. The Act states that if a child with a disability is
convicted as an adult under State law and incarcerated in an adult prison, the IEP
team may modify the child’s IEP or placement if the State demonstrates a bona fide
security concern or compelling penalogical interest that cannot otherwise be
accommodated (§614(d)(6)). However, this has the potential to magnify existing
tensions between security and education, especially if there are funding cuts. With
budget constraints, a correctional facility could seek to reduce special education
and/or regular education services in order to ensure proper security.

The IDEA Amendments of 1997 specify that requirements for transition planning
and transition services do not apply to children convicted as adults and incarcerated
in adult prisons whose IDEA eligibility will end, because of their age, before they are
released from prison. However, for youths 14 and older in juvenile facilities, IEPs
must include a statement of transition needs and, if appropriate, services. Transition
services may be the most neglected aspect of corrections special education programs
as cooperation among public schools, community agencies, and correctional facilities
is rare (Leone et al., 1991b). Virtually every facility in Florida reported deficiencies
and fragmentation in the transition of incarcerated youths with disabilities back to
their communities (Florida Department of Education, 1995).

Few States have education laws or regulations for corrections education, few
corrections education programs are accredited, and there are no mandatory standards
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for corrections education programs in adult institutions except those requirements of
IDEA applicable to students with disabilities. The lack of standards makes it difficult
to provide quality special education services because the necessary general education
infrastructure and supports on which special education rests are often inadequate.
They may not meet such basic State requirements as professional development,
space, or ventilation (Leone & Meisel, 1997).

Monitoring the quality of corrections education programs or corrections special
education programs is also difficult without accepted standards of practice (Leone &
Meisel, 1997). While State education agencies are responsible for monitoring the
implementation of IDEA in correctional facilities, such monitoring has been limited
(Leone, 1994; Wolford, 1987). In response, the courts have become a mechanism of
last resort for securing setvices for youths in correctional facilities under IDEA.

Ensuring an Adequate Supply of Personnel

Providing appropriate special education services requires an adequate supply of
qualified personnel. Under IDEA, each State must have in effect a comprehensive
system of personnel development (CSPD) that is designed to ensure an adequate
supply of qualified special education, general education, and related services
personnel. The SEA must establish and maintain standards to ensure that personnel
are appropriately and adequately prepared, and personnel standards must be
consistent with State-approved or State-recognized professional requirements. This
section summarizes literature on the need for administrators and general and special
education service providers to work with incarcerated students with disabilities.

Providing special education services for youths in juvenile and adult correctional
facilities is relatively new, and many corrections administrators may not have the
necessary experience or expertise (Schrag, 1995). In a survey of nine States, a number
of administrative factors were found to be crucial for providing appropriate special
education services in correctional facilities. These included: (1) removing barriers that
restrict the access of students with disabilities to general education programs,
classrooms, and activities; (2) ensuring that all facilities and/or programs are in full
compliance with Federal and State laws, including procedural safeguards; (3) ensuring
that corrections education programs have written philosophies and clear goals
developed in coordination with all staff and communicated to students, legislative
and community agencies, public schools, and the community at large; (4) ensuring
that administrators have adequate education credentials and the authority to make
budgetary, personnel, and programmatic decisions; (5) using teacher recruitment
practices that attract highly qualified staff; and (6) providing school staff with access
to ongoing professional development in the areas of legal developments, research,
and evaluation (Schrag, 1995).
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In light of the range of disabilities that young offenders exhibit, direct services
personnel in correctional facilities must be specifically prepared to address a diverse
array of educational needs. The fact that these students are incarcerated calls for
special educators to supplement their skills with a better understanding of the
subculture of offenders (Nelson, Rutherford, & Wolford, 1987) and learn skills to
teach adaptive behavior (Western Regional Resource Center, 1993), conflict
resolution, and goal setting (Florida Department of Education, 1995).

Leone (1987) delineated competencies for corrections special educators. These
competencies include the ability to: (1) apply knowledge of legislation and regulations
governing the education of incarcerated students with disabilities, (2) identify and
assess students suspected of having disabilities, (3) develop instructional goals and
- objectives for individual students, (4) use a variety of instructional strategies for
presenting material, (5) monitor student progress and adjust instruction accordingly,
(6) teach students to monitor their own academic progress and assume greater
responsibility for their learning, (7) design and adapt instructional materials to meet
student needs, and (8) effectively use behavioral strategies to promote prosocial
behavior (Leone, 1987). Bullock and McArthur (1994) listed similar skills but added
vocational education and team skills as necessary components in a correctional
educator’s repertoire. Finally, Leone (1987) identified political skills as critical for
successful corrections special education personnel in that teachers must understand
the relationships among agencies and work within the system to improve the quality
of educational services they provide.

Obtaining accurate information about the number of special education teachers
working within juvenile correctional settings, as well as the projected need for these
specially trained teachers, is challenging. Surveys suggest that the number of certified
special education teachers in juvenile corrections is not adequate for the number of
students identified (Leone et al., 1991b; Rutherford et al., 1985). Hiring new
personnel who are qualified to provide special education and related services in
correctional facilities can be extremely difficult (Fink, 1990a), and the lack of
definitive personnel data has inhibited the emergence of specialized programs on
corrections special education in institutions of higher education:

Litigation against juvenile and adult correctional facilities has been one mechanism
for addressing shortcomings in the availability of adequately qualified special
education personnel. Personnel issues have been addressed in at least 10 such cases
since 1990. An example is T.L ». Delia (1990), in which plaintiffs alleged that Kings
County Detention Center in Washington was overcrowded, understaffed, unsafe,
and failed to provide adequate education, treatment, and recreation. As part of the
consent decree, the Seattle School District agreed to employ two full-time certified
special education teachers in addition to six full-time general education teachers at
the facility, encourage general educators to obtain special education certification, and
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fill new teacher vacancies with certified special educators. The district agreed that the
facility’s two special education teachers would teach only those youths eligible for
special education services unless the population of students with disabilities
diminished.

Some promising strategies have been developed to address the professional
development needs of teachers in correctional facilities. For example, computer-
based expert systems are one approach to addressing the information and training
needs of general educators who work with incarcerated students with disabilities.
Expert systems are programmed to arrive at decisions using information provided by
the user and the expert. For example, one system--SNAP (Smart Needs Assessment
Program)--was specifically designed for general education teachers who had special
education students in their classes. To use SNAP, teachers identify problem
situations in their classrooms and query the expert system for recommended
behavioral strategies or teaching/learning strategies. An evaluation of SNAP showed
positive results in an adult corrections education program, and teachers responded
favorably to the system (Fink, 1990a).

Challenges To Providing FAPE in Correctional Facilities

Meeting the requirements of IDEA in correctional facilities is a daunting task. Coffey
and Gemignani (1994) suggest that there is a poor fit between Federal rules and
regulations and the reality of correctional facilities. There are many unique and
significant challenges associated with the provision of services in these settings,
which are often not conducive to learning (Florida Department of Education, 1995).
Some of those challenges are discussed below.

Custody and supervision are often seen as the primary functions of correctional
facilities. Conflict between the goals of rehabilitation and punishment can have
far-reaching consequences; Judges, for example, rarely make sentencing or placement
decisions that account for the offender’s need for special education services
(Rutherford et al., 1985). Youths identified in school as having a disability receive
special education and related services based on their educational needs. In the
juvenile justice system, youths are likely to be served according to the severity of
their crime and the length of their sentence. Institutional security and housing or
work assignment take priority over educational needs (Nelson, 1996; Wolford, 1987).
Disciplinary procedures within correctional facilities may not take into account the
needs and characteristics of youths with disabilities, and corrections industries may
not provide adequate vocational training (Leone, 1994).

Compared to youths without disabilities, youths with disabilities in correctional
facilities receive a disproportionate number of disciplinary actions (Buser, as cited in
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Leone, 1994; Walter, as cited in Leone, 1994). On average, youths with disabilities
received a major disciplinary action once every 25.8 days compared to once every
35.3 days for students without disabilities (Leone, 1994). The types of disciplinary
action used in correctional facilities may also limit access to educational services.

Segregation or confinement is a common form of discipline; it typically includes

temporary removal from educational services. Youths with disabilities spent more
time in disciplinary confinement than youth without disabilities (Buser, as cited in
Leone, 1994; Buser, Leone, & Bannon, 1987; Leone, 1994). This can be particularly
problematic for youths with potential mental health problems, who spent 20.4
percent of their time in disciplinary confinement as compared to 12.3 percent for the
youths in special education and 5.6 percent for those not in special education (Leone,
1994).

Correctional facilities often stress employment in corrections industry rather than
vocational education, providing further evidence of the relatively low priority
afforded to education. Very few correctional facilities have formal vocational
education programs that provide offenders with marketable skills and assistance in
employment planning (Rutherford et al.,, 1985). Furthermore, the existing vocational
education programs often exclude youths with disabilities because they do not have a
high school diploma, adequate reading skills, or other prerequisite skills (Rutherford
et al,, 1985).

The provision of appropriate special education services in correctional facilities is
also confounded by the high rate of mobility among incarcerated youths. A young
person may be incarcerated for a short period of time or may be transferred
frequently. For example, in the Fairfax County, Virginia Detention Center, youths
typically stay 2 to 3 weeks (Markowitz, 1998). This is consistent with the national
average length of confinement of 15 days in juvenile detention centers (Abt, 1994).
Identification of disabilities may be difficult if youths do not stay in any one
correctional facility for very long. The special education assessment and eligibility
determination process can be lengthy, and it may not be complete when youths are
transferred. The mobility and varying length of time spent in facilities may interfere
with educational programming and the continuity of special education services
provided (Schrag, 1995). As youths move from one facility to another or from
community schools to correctional facilities, they likely face changes in curriculum,
instructional techniques, and educational expectations. These may all intetfere with
the teaching and learning process.

This high rate of mobility also contributes to difficulties with interagency
coordination. Youthful offenders are served by numerous public agencies as they
work their way through the juvenile justice or adult corrections systems. These
agencies may include the courts, social service agencies, detention centers, group
homes, rehabilitation programs, school programs, and correctional institutions.
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When schools are not informed that youths are incarcerated, information about
special education needs cannot be transferred. Even when schools are informed of
incarceration, IEPs and other pertinent information may not be transferred because
of poor or inadequate coordination with the school system (Schrag, 1995). This
presents a problem for the correctional facility because resources needed for
assessment of such youths typically are not readily available in the facility. A lack of
guidelines or written procedures for the exchange of information (e.g., notification of
incarceration and exchange of records) interferes with the transition of students into
and out of correctional facilities.

Transition of youths from the correctional facility back into school and/or the
community is extremely difficult (Leone, 1994). A successful transition to the
community requires the coordinated efforts of institutional staff, families, probation
and aftercare professionals, and educators (Leone et al., 1991a). The availability of
integrated support services (e.g., counseling, career planning, and social work
services) to improve this transition is limited. Corrections education programs that
serve a large region or a whole State are further challenged by interagency
coordination because this necessitates working with personnel and procedures from
multiple schools and agencies (Markowitz, 1998).

Results for Students with Disabilities in Correctional Facilities

An important part of the discussion regarding students with disabilities in
correctional facilities is their academic achievement and transition back into the
community. Unfortunately, minimal data are available on results for this population,
such as high school completion, postsecondary enrollment, employment, or
recidivism. This section summarizes the information that is available.

Data from a variety of sources suggest that students with disabilities in correctional
facilities are less likely than other youths with disabilities to complete high school or
to make a successful transition from a corrections education program to a
community-based school. In Pennsylvania, of the 959 youths with disabilities
through age 21 in juvenile and State correctional facilities, 3.1 percent had a high
school diploma or GED compared to 21.7 percent of incarcerated youths without
disabilities (N. Heyman, personal communication, April 7, 1998). Of students with
disabilities exiting correctional special education programs in Maryland, 6.4 percent
graduated from high school compared to 64.0 percent of all students with disabilities
in the State. A far greater percentage of Maryland’s youths with disabilities in
correctional facilities reached the maximum age for special education services
without completing high school, 83.0 percent (E. Featherstone, personal
communication, March 17, 1998). Incarcerated students with disabilities may also
have difficulty with the transition to a community-based high school once they are
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released. In a Florida study, 25 to 45 percent of incarcerated students with disabilities
did not return to a comprehensive public high school after their release (Florida
Department of Education, 1995).

Some efforts to improve transition services have shown promise, however. An
intermediate school district in Wisconsin developed the Youth Reentty Specialist
(YRS) program. This program employed a trained reentry specialist to foster the
transition of youths with disabilities from correctional facilities to public schools,
vocational rehabilitation, vocational education, job training programs, or work
programs. An evaluation found that, of white youths without YRS services who left
the correctional facility school with five high school credits, only 13 percent made a
successful transition into a special education program and were in a vocational
program 3 months after release. Of white youths with YRS services, 40 percent made
a successful transition into special and vocational education. Black males were
somewhat more likely than whites to have a successful transition--25 percent without
YRS services, and 60 percent with YRS services (Karcz, 1996).

In a similar effort, the Networking and Evaluation Team (NET) was designed to
help local schools and the Washington State Division of Juvenile Rehabilitation
coordinate and plan for youths’ educational needs as they moved to and from
corrections education programs. This was done by building awareness of other
agencies’ activities, enhancing the transfer of educational records, conducting
preplacement planning before youths left correctional facilities, and maintaining
communication between community and corrections educators. Available data
suggest that the NET model was associated with improved student retention (Webb
& Maddox, 1986).

Conclusions

Efforts have been made to improve corrections education by implementing a
national policy for corrections education and developing standards for
administration. However, no formalized process has been established for measuring
compliance with these standards or for using measures as the basis for certification
or accreditation of corrections schools or school systems (Coffey & Gemignani,
1994). Furthermore, no specific standards have been developed for guiding
development of corrections special education programs.

State, regional, or national efforts are required to provide standards of best practice
and resources for technical assistance. Given the relatively small number of special
educators within correctional facilities and the broad scope of their responsibilities,
these individuals cannot be expected to design, implement, and evaluate their own
special education programs. Rather, this is an area in which State education agency
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personnel or regional staff might provide assistance and leadership. Technical
assistance to correctional facilities could be provided to design educational programs
that comply with curriculum standards and graduation requirements, as well as meet
the unique needs of the students with disabilities (Florida Department of Education,
1995). Furthermore, coordination among State agencies that work with incarcerated
youths could be enhanced through new channels of communication and timely
exchange of records.

State and local agencies may also facilitate transition of incarcerated youths back into
the community. A comprehensive transition program requires referral, program
placement, and followup. Each phase is important in enhancing the odds of a
successful transition. Selected studies have shown the benefits of transition services
for youths with disabilities moving from correctional facilities to community-based
school or work sites.

The professional development needs of the academic staff in correctional facilities
are well-documented, most specifically in the area of special education (Coffey &
Gemignani, 1994, Rutherford et al., 1985). Teachers need ‘specialized training to
work with offender populations. Because relatively few prospective teachers enter
corrections education, institutions of higher education cannot justify preservice
programs geared toward this particular subspecialty. Consequently, inservice training
is essential. A State or regional comprehensive personnel development program that
is aligned with State standards is required for enhancing the skills of correctional
special educators.

Finally, to better assess the adequacy of corrections special education programs, State
and local agencies should consider conducting results-based evaluations of their
programs. These evaluations might include data on an array of results for youths
with disabilities, including successful transition to community-based education
programs, high school completion, mastery of State content standards,
postsecondary employment, social adjustment, enroliment in postsecondary
education programs, and recidivism. The evaluations could be linked with State
standards so evaluation results can be used to inform professional development
activities, guide reforms in curriculum and instruction, and generally improve
corrections special education programs.
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CHILDREN AGES BIRTH THROUGH FIVE SERVED UNDER
IDEA

he Early Intervention Program for Infants and Toddlers with Disabilities,

authorized under Part C of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act
(IDEA), and the Preschoo! Grants Program, authorized under Section 619 of Part B
of IDEA, are designed to establish a coordinated service delivery system for children
with disabilities from birth through age 5. The Part C Eatly Intervention Program for
Infants and Toddlers with Disabilities assists States in developing and implementing
a statewide, comprehensive, coordinated, multidisciplinary, interagency system that
makes available early intervention services for all children with disabilities from birth
through age 2. The Preschool Grants Program provides assistance to States to help
make special education and related services available to all children with disabilities
ages 3 through 5.

These programs, which target the development and education of very young children
with disabilities, are based on the premise that earlier intervention in the lives of
children and their families provides greater opportunities for improving
developmental outcomes. Clearly, improved developmental outcomes must be
closely tied to assessment and the extent to which the intervention and special
education services reach the targeted populations and are delivered in the most
appropriate and effective ways for those age groups. The Office of Special Education
Programs (OSEP) uses a variety of strategies and sources of information for
assessing the progress that States have made in fully implementing an appropriate
and comprehensive system of services for children ages birth through 5 and their
families. One such source of information is the data that States submit annually to
OSEP, which describe the number of children being served and the settings in which
services are provided. In response to the Government Performance and Results Act
of 1993 (GPRA), OSEP has developed performance objectives and indicators that
assess progtess in implementing a comprehensive system of early intervention
services for infants, toddlers, and providing special education and related services to
preschoolers with disabilities. One of the key objectives listed in the annual Strategic
Plan dated October 7, 1998, is that “all eligible children are identified.” Several
indicators that are based on annual child count data submitted by States are
described in the Part C performance objectives and indicators. Similarly, the Part B
performance objectives and indicators address preschool issues. One primary
objective is that “all children with disabilities will receive appropriate services that
address their individual needs.” The Part B indicators also include the proviso that
children with disabilities, including preschoolers, are to be served in the least
restrictive environment possible, preferably with their typically developing peers.
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This module summarizes State-reported data and provides information about States’
progtess in implementing comprehensive eatly intervention services for infants and
toddlers and providing special education and related services for children ages 3
through 5 with disabilities. Specifically, the module reports trends in the number of
children served under both Part C and the Preschool Grants Program and trends in
the settings in which these children receive services.

The Number of Children Served Under IDEA, Part C

By the end of fiscal year 1993, all States and Outlying Areas ensured full
implementation of Part C. The number of infants and toddlers served under Part C
has increased 19 percent, from 165,351 on December 1, 1994, to 197,376 on
December 1, 1997 (see figure 11-3). During this period, the annual rate of increase
has been quite steady: 7 percent from 1994 to 1995, 5 percent from 1995 to 1996,
and 6 percent from 1996 to 1997.

Looking at trends over the past 3 years, the distributions of infants and toddlers
served by discrete age year are quite comparable. For each of the past 3 years, about
half of the infants and toddlers served were 2 through 3 years of age, and about a
third were 1 through 2 years of age (see table AH-1). The birth through 1-year-old
group, as compared to the 1 through 2 and 2 through 3 age groups, demonstrated
the greatest increase in the number served from 1996 to 1997. The number of birth
through 1-year-olds served increased 10 percent, from 31,496 in 1996 to 34,588 in
1997. The increases from 1996 to 1997 in the numbers of children served within the
other discrete age years (1 through 2 and 2 through 3) were both 5 percent. The
number of children ages 1 through 2 increased from 60,233 to 63,163; for children
ages 2 through 3, the number rose from 94,798 to 99,625.

Looking at changes from 1996 to 1997 in the number of infants and toddlers served
within the discrete ages of birth-1, 1 through 2, and 2 through 3, more than half of
all States reported increases in all age groups. Fifty-four percent of the States
reported increases in the birth through 1-year-old group, 73 percent reported
increases in the 1- through 2-year-old group, and 63 percent reported increases in the
2- through 3-year-old group.

An indicator of the success of Part C outreach services to infants and toddlers is the
proportion of the total birth through age 2 population that is served. Looking at the
trends in this population over the past 3 years, the percentage of the population
served has increased continually from 1.50 percent in 1995, to 1.61 percent in 1996,
and 1.70 percent in 1997. Over this period, the percentage of States serving 1-2
percent of the States’ birth through 2 population has risen from 60 percent in 1995
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Figure I1-3
Number of Infants and Toddlers Served Under IDEA, Part C, 1994 Through
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a/ Since States and Outlying Areas may update previously reported data as necessary, the data

reported here may differ from those included in prior annual reports.
b/ Counts as of December 1, 1997.

Source: U.S. Department of Education, Office of Special Education Programs, Data Analysis System

(DANS).

to 66 percent in both 1996 and 1997. At the same time, the percentage of States
serving less than 1 percent of the population ages birth through 2 has steadily
declined from 19 percent in 1995 to 14 percent in 1996 and 13 percent in 1997. The
percentage of the population served varies by discrete age years. The December 1997
child count data illustrate these differences. The percentage of the population served
is lowest for infants under the age of 1 (0.9 percent). It is nearly double for children
ages 1 to 2 (1.7 percent) and nearly triples for children ages 2 to 3 (2.6 percent). The
percentage of the population served tends to continue to increase beyond age 3, but
at a less dramatic rate. However, five States (Alabama, Arizona, Iowa, Virginia,! and
American Samoa) have consistently reported serving less than 1 percent of the birth

! Virginia serves some of its children ages 2 through 3 under Part B.
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through 2 population over the past 3 years. Mississippi served less than 1 percent of
the birth through 2 population in both 1995 and 1996 but, in 1997, reported an
increase of over 200 percent in the number of infants and toddlers served. The State
attributed this increase to better coordination of data collection and reporting
practices. Three States, Hawaii, Massachusetts, and Ohio, have consistently reported
serving more than 3 percent of the population ages birth through 2 for each of the
past 3 years.

From 1996 to 1997, about two-thirds (67 percent) of the States reported increases in
the percent of the State’s population ages birth through 2 served under IDEA Part
C, as compared to just under one-third (31 percent) that reported decreases.
Moreover, 23 of the 34 States reporting increases did so for 2 years in a row.

Given OSEP’s emphasis on and the GPRA goal of encouraging States to implement
effective practices for the identification of families and their children in the birth
through 1-year-old age group who qualify for services, it is of interest to look at the
numbers of children served in this age group relative to the population of birth
through 1-year-old children. From 1994 to 1997, there was an overall increase of 19
percent in the percentage of the birth through 1-year-old population served. The
percentage of the birth through 1-year-old population served was 0.75 in 1994, 0.77
in 1995, 0.81 in 1996, and 0.89 in 1997. Thus, a 10 percent increase in the percentage
of the birth through 1-year-old population served occurred from 1996 to 1997,
which is double the 5 percent increase that occurred from 1995 to 1996. From 1994
to 1997, 73 percent of the 55 States and Outlying Areas for which data were available
in both years reported increases in the percentage of the birth through 1-year-old
population served. These percentages suggest that the majority of States have made
continuous progtess in identifying families and infants at the earliest ages who qualify
for services and that efforts to do so were particularly effective in the most recent
years.

Early Intervention Settings for Infants and Toddlers with
Disabilities

States report the number of infants and toddlers receiving services in eight settings
categories. Each child is counted only once in the setting in which he or she receives
the most hours of early intervention service. Since 1990, Part C setting data have
been collected using these categories: early intervention classroom, family child care,
home, hospital (inpatient), outpatient service facility, regular nursery school/child
care center, residential facility, and other setting.

Forty of 50 States and 4 Outlying Areas use all eight settings categories for reporting.
However, there is variation across the remaining States in the use of these categories.
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The home setting is the most widely used category and in 1996 was used by all but
two of the States and Outlying Areas. In contrast, the residential facility category was
not used by 11 States in 1996. Ten States did not use the family child care category;
eight States did not use the other settings category; six States did not use early
intervention center/classroom, and six did not use hospital (inpatient). Four States
did not use the outpatient service facility category for reporting, and four did not use
regular nursery school/child care center. Connecticut uses only three setting
categories for reporting: home, outpatient service facility, and regular nursery
school/child care center; California uses only two categories, early intervention
classroom and home; and Massachusetts uses just the home category. These
variations in the use of the setting categories for reporting the number of infants and
toddlers receiving services make it difficult to discern strong trends across categories.
However, the trends across years do present a consistent picture with respect to the
most frequently used settings for service provision.

In 1996-97, the three settings that continued to be the most widely used for
reporting the provision of services to infants and toddlers were home (99,061 or 55
percent), early intervention classroom (45,802 or 26 percent), and outpatient service
facilities (22,183 or 12 percent) (see figure II-4). All other settings categories,
including regular nursery school/child care, family child care, hospital (inpatient),
residential facility, and other settings, accounted for services provided to only 7
percent of families and children in 1996-97.

Looking at trends over the past 3 years with respect to the three early intervention
settings in which infants and toddlers have most frequently been served, the
percentage of children served at home rose continually from 49.6 percent in 1993-94
to 55.3 percent in 1996-97. In contrast, the percentage of infants and toddlers served
in early intervention classrooms decreased from 30.6 percent in 1994-95 to 25.6 in
1996-97. The percentage of infants and toddlers served in outpatient service facilities
fluctuated between 10 and 12 percent, with no apparent trend of an increase or
decrease over time. Since 1994, the percentage of children served in hospitals on an
inpatient basis has been minimal (less than 2 percent each year), and the percentage
of children served in regular nursery school/child care or family child care combined
has remained fairly stable at around 3 percent over the 3-year period of 1994-95
through 1996-97.

At the State level, trends over the past 3 years indicate that most States (44) have
served the majority of infants and toddlers in the same setting from year to year. In
36 States, the majority of children ages birth through 2 have been served at home
over the 3 years. In six States, the majority of children have been served in early
intervention classrooms over the past 3 years. In Tennessee, the majority of children
have been served in outpatient service facilities over the past 3 years, and, in
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Figure 11-4
Number of Children Ages Birth Through 2 Served in Different Early
Intervention Settings, 1996-97
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Number Served

Colorado, the majority have been served in other settings, defined as service settings
other than the seven defined categories.

Three-year trends in the percentage of infants and toddlers, by discrete age year
(birth through 1, 1 through 2, and 2 through 3), who have been served at home or in
early intervention classrooms show quite consistent patterns (see figure I1-5). Across
all three age years, infants and toddlers are more frequently served at home than in
early intervention classrooms. However, not surprisingly, the younger the child, the
more likely that services will be delivered in the home. As children approach age 2, it
is more likely that services will be delivered in an early intervention classroom
setting.
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The trend of increasing percentages of infants and toddlers served at home is evident
across all discrete age years, and there do not appear to be notable differences
between age groups in the rate of increases from year to year. An opposite trend is
evident for early intervention classrooms; among children ages 1 through 2 and 2
through 3, there has been a steady decline in the percentage of children served in this
setting. The trend within the birth through 1 age group is less clear with respect to
early intervention classroom settings, although the decline from 13.9 percent in
1995-96 to 10.5 percent in 1996-97 suggests a pattern that may, in the coming year or
two, parallel that of children ages 1 through 2 and 2 through 3.

The Number of Children Served Under the Preschool Grants
Program

Since fiscal year 1992, States must make a free appropriate public education (FAPE)
available to all 3- through 5-year-old children with disabilities in order to be eligible
for funds under the Preschool Grants Program, funds attributable to this age under
the Grants to States Program, or IDEA discretionary grants pertaining solely to
children ages 3 through 5. In 1997-98, States and Outlying Areas reported that
571,049 children ages 3 through 5 were served under the Preschool Grants Program
(see figure I1-6). This number represents an overall increase of 115,600 children (25
percent) from the number served in 1992-93. From 1992-93 to 1997-98, although
there has been a 6.4 percent average annual rate of increase in the number of 3-
through 5-year-olds served, the annual rate of increase has declined each year from 8
percent (1992 to 1993) to 2 percent for the most recent year (1996 to 1997).

Looking at the national trends over the past 3 years in the proportion of the total
population ages 3 through 5 served under the Preschool Grants Program, there has
been a steady increase from 4.47 percent served in 1995-96 to 4.58 percent in 1996-
97 and 4.69 percent in 1997-98. At the State level, the percentages of the 3- through
5-year-old population served remained fairly stable over this 3-year period. For each
of the 3 years, the majority of States (66 percent in 1995 and 1996 (n=38), and 70
percent in 1997 (n=40)) reported serving between 4 and 6 percent of the 3- through
5-year-old population in the State. In 1997, less than 20 percent of the States
reported serving 3 percent or less of the population of children ages 3 through 5.
The number of States that served 7 percent or more of the 3- through 5-year-old
population has grown over this 3-year period from six States in 1995 to eight States
in 1997.

About two-thirds of the States (65 percent or 37 States) have reported no changes in
the percentage of the 3- through 5-year-old population served in the Preschool
Grants Program over the 3-year period from 1995 to 1997. About a third of the
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Figure II-6
Number of Children Ages 3 Through 5 Served Under the Preschool Grants
Program, 1992-93 — 1997-98
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States (32 percent or 18 States) increased the percentage of the population of 3-
through 5-year-old children who were served over this 3-year period. Six States have
served 7 percent or more of the 3- through 5-year-old population for each of the
past 3 years (Arkansas, Kentucky, Maine, South Dakota, West Virginia, and
Wyoming). In general, the data suggest that while the percentage of the 3- through 5-
year-old population identified as eligible for special education has remained fairly
stable over the past 3 years, the actual number of children served by the Preschool
Grants Program has continued to grow.

Educational Environments for Preschoolers with Disabilities

States and Outlying Areas report the number of children ages 3 through 5 with
disabilities who are served in each of six categories of educational settings. These
settings include regular class, resource room, separate class, separate school (public
and private), residential facility (public and private), and homebound/hospital. OSEP
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provides optional instructions to States for reporting counts of preschool-aged
children in each of the categories because the school-based categories may not reflect
the types of service delivery models used to meet the needs of preschool children
with disabiliies.! Table II-1 includes the definition of each setting category as it
applies to preschool children with disabilities.

In 1996, preschool children with disabilities were most frequently served in regular
class settings (262,945 children or 51 percent) (see figure I1-7). Separate class settings
were the next most frequently used setting (166,903 children or 32 percent). Under
10 percent of the preschool children with disabilities were served in each of the other
educational settings, including resource room (9 percent), separate school (6
percent), home/hospital (2 percent), and residential facility (less than 1 percent).

There have been no notable changes over the past 3 years in the relative use of
different educational environments for providing services to preschool children with
disabilities. The petcentage of children served in regular class settings has remained
stable at about 50 petcent for the 3-year period 1994-95 to 1996-97. Separate class
settings, the next most frequently used setting for preschool children with disabilities,
have been the primary service setting for about a third of these children for the past
3 years.

IBegirming in 1998-99, States will report children ages 3 through 5 with disabilities in educational
environments that better reflect service delivery models used with preschoolers.
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Table II-1
Educational Environments for Preschoolers with Disabilities?

Regular class includes children who receive services in programs designed primarily for nondisabled
children, provided the children with disabilities are in a separate room for less than 21 percent of
the time receiving services. This may include, but is not limited to, Head Start centers, public or
private preschool and child care facilities, preschool classes offered to an age-eligible population by
the public school system, kindergarten classes, and classes using co-teaching models (special
education and general education staff coordinating activities in a general education setting).

Resource rom includes children who receive services in programs designed primarily for nondisabled
children, provided the children with disabilities are in a separate program for 21 to 60 percent of
the time receiving services. This includes, but is not limited to, Head Start centers, public or private
preschools or child care facilities, preschool classes offered to an age-eligible population by the
public school system, and kindergarten classes.

Separate class includes children who receive services in a separate program for 61 to 100 percent of
the time receiving services. It does not include children who received education programs in public
or private separate day or residential facilities.

Separate school (public and private) includes children who are served in publicly or privately operated
programs, set up primarily to serve children with disabilities, that are NOT housed in a facility with
programs for children without disabilities. Children must receive special education and related
services in the public separate day school for greater than 50 percent of the time.

Residential facility (public and private) includes children who are served in publicly or privately operated

programs in which children receive care for 24 hours a day. This could include placement in public
nursing care facilities or public or private residential schools.

Homebound/ hospital includes children who are served in either a home or hospital setting, including
those receiving special education or related services in the home and provided by a professional or
paraprofessional who visits the home on a regular basis (e.g, a child development worker or
speech services provided in the child’s home). It also includes children 3-5 years old receiving
special education and related services in a hospital setting on an inpatient or outpatient basis.
However, children receiving services in a group program that is housed at a hospital should be
reported in the separate school category. For children served in both a home/hospital setting and
in a school/community setting, report the child in the placement that comprises the larger
percentage of time receiving services.

T

a/ These categories will change for the 1998-99 data on educational environments, which will
be reported in the 234 Annual Report 1o Congress.

Source: US. Department of Education, Office of Special Education Programs, OSEP Dara
Dirctionary, 1997.
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Figure II-7
Number of Children Ages 3 Through 5 Served in Different Educational
Environments 1996-97
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Summary

The number of children with disabilities served each year under both the Early
Intervention Program and the Preschool Grants Program continues to Increase.
However, the birth through 1-year-old age group continues to constitute the smallest
number of children served, as compared to the 1 through 2 and 2 through 3 age
groups. This continued growth in the numbers of infants, toddlers, and preschoolers
with disabilities receiving services reflects increased and more effective outreach at
the State level through public awareness and Child Find efforts, as well as continued
improvement in reporting procedures.
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Over the past 3 years, the predominant setting used for the provision of services was
home for the children in the birth through 2-year-old age group and regular class for
3- through 5-year-olds. Increasing numbers of infants and toddlers with disabilities
are receiving services at home. In 1996, home was the primary service setting for 55
percent of children ages birth-2. The percentage of 3- through 5-year-old children
with disabilities who receive services in a regular class setting has remained stable
over the past 3 years at about 50 percent.
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or the past 21 years, the Department of Education, as mandated by Congress,

has collected data on the number of children ages 6 through 21 served under
IDEA. Over this period, both the number of disability categories under which
children receive services and the number of children receiving services have
increased. The annual data reported by States reflect these changes, both in the
numbers of children served and their distribution across disability categories. This
module outlines legislative changes over the years and changes in the child count
data from 1988-89 to 1997-98.

Changes in Legislation

Since 1976-77, the Department of Education has maintained a database on the
number of children with disabilities served under both the Education of the
Handicapped Act (EHA) and Chapter 1 of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act (State-Operated Programs) (ESEA-SOP). In 1976-77, data were
collected in nine EHA categories--learning disabilities, speech and language
impairments, mental retardation, serious emotional disturbance, hard-of-hearing,
deaf, orthopedically impaired, other health impaired, and visually handicapped--and
in six ESEA categories--mental retardation, serious emotional disturbance, hard-of-
hearing and deaf, orthopedically impaired, other health impaired, and visually
handicapped. Two years later, two categories--multihandicapped and deaf-blind--
were added, and the categories were made consistent for reporting under both laws.
In 1990, Congtress reauthorized EHA, changing the name of the law to the
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) and revising several of the
disability category labels. In addition to changes in reporting categories, beginning in
the 1994-95 school year and as a result of the Improving America’s School Act of
1994, funding for children with disabilities was consolidated under IDEA.
Additional changes have included:

® requiring reporting by the two additional categories of autism and
traumatic brain injury IDEA Amendments of 1990);

e permitting the reporting of children through age 9 by developmental delay
(IDEA Amendments of 1997); and
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® permitting States a choice of two count dates--December 1 (the date used
since 1976) or the last Friday in October IDEA Amendments of 1997).12

In the 1976-77 school year, 3,708,601 students ages birth through 21 with
disabilities were served under EHA and Chapter 1 of ESEA.? This represented 8.19
percent of the resident population* and 10.31 percent of the estimated school
enrollment.®> In 1997-98, 5,401,292 students ages 6 through 21 with disabilities were
served under IDEA, or 8.75 percent of the resident population and 11.00 percent of
the estimated enrollment.

Students with Disabilities by Disability

Overall for the past 10 years, the number of students served under IDEA has
increased 29.42 percent (see table 1I1-2). This compares with an increase in
population for 3- through 21-year-olds of 8.25 percent (based on a 1988 population
of 67,325,000 and a 1997 population of 72,879,368) and an increase in estimated
school enrollment of 14.32 percent (based on a 1988 enrollment of 40,196,263 and
a 1997 enrollment of 45,953,018).¢ The largest percentage increase by age group was
for students ages 12 through 17. In 1988-89, this age group comprised 42.04
percent of the total number of school-age children with disabilities served under
IDEA; by 1997-98, this group made up 44.70 percent of this population.

Table 11-3 also shows increases of more than 20 percent over the past 10 years in
eight disability categories. For two of these categories, autism and traumatic brain

Under the Education of the Handicapped Act amendments of 1990, these disability category
changes were made: learning disabled was changed to specific learning disabilities, mentally
retarded became mental retardation, and hard-of-hearing and deaf were combined to become

hearing impairments. In the subsequent regulations, multihandicapped was changed to multiple
disabilities.

All States used the December 1 count date in 1997.

Data reported in 1976-77 for IDEA and Chapter 1 of ESEA (SOP) reflect total counts for
children ages birth through 21. Data were not broken out by age group for Chapter 1 of ESEA
(SOP) unul 1987-88.

Population figures are based on U.S. Census Bureau Estimated Resident Population by State.

Enrollment figures are calculated using counts for children with disabilities ages 6 through 17 as
the numerator and NCES enrollment counts, including individuals with and without disabilities in
prekindergarten through grade 12, as the denominator. Enrollment data were not available for the
Bureau of Indian Affairs and Palau.

Puerto Rico and the other Outlying Areas were removed from the 1997 estimates because those
data were not available for 1988.
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Table II-2
Percentage Change in the Number of Children with Disabilities Served by
Disability and Age Group, 1988-89 Through 1997-98¥

Age Groups
Disability 6-11 12-17 18-21 6-21
Specific Learning Disabilities 30.96 4412 36.81 3813
Speech/Language Impairments 10.44 13.06 -20.23 10.54
Mental Retardation 11.16 5.65 17.01 4.64
Emotional Disturbance 14.39 26.54 23.16 21.97
Multiple Disabilities 23.2 35.48 17.57 26.93
Hearing Impairments 18.67 30.08 -23 21.98
Orthopedic Impairments 45.63 49.29 .80 43.03
Other Health Impairments 308.46 286.01 69.25 279.87
Visual Impairments 13.92 19.06 11.67 16.07
Autismb/ 206.52 149.79 67.29 172.86
Deaf-Blindness -12.67 29.33 -31.99 -2.07
Traumatic Brain Injury?/ 200.27 227.93 120.36 200.86
All Disabilities 24.31 37.58 15.85 29.42
Number of Children with 2,185,507 1,754,729 233,276 4,173,512
Disabilities 1988-89
Number of Children with 2,716,854 2,414,187 270,251 5,401,292
Disabilities 1997-98

a/ See table AA14 in Appendix A for the national counts by age group and disability.

b/ Reporting of autism and traumatic brain injury was first required for 1992-93. The
percentage change for these two categories reflects changes in the 6 years since 1992-93.

Note: Developmental delay is not reflected in this table because 1997-98 was the first year States
could use this category.

Source: U.S. Department of Education, Office of Special Education Programs, Data Analysis
System (DANS).

injury, reporting was first required in 1992-93; it was optional in 1991-92. In part,
the increases in these categories reflect the natural growth resulting from the
introduction of a new category, as well as the reclassification of students with
disabilities who were previously reported in other categories. However, these
increases also reflect improvements in identfying and serving students with these
disabilities. This is particulatly true for children with autism. More children are
identified as having autism than are identified as having many of the other low-
incidence disabilities. In 1997-98, 42,511 children with autism were served under
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IDEA, compared with 26,070 students with visual impairments, 11,914 with
traumatic brain injury, and 1,463 with deaf-blindness.

Figure 1I-8 shows the annual percentage increases for the remaining five disability
categories that showed increases of more than 20 percent over the past 10 years--
specific learning disabilities, emotional disturbance, multiple disabilities, orthopedic
impairments, and other health impairments. Among these categories, the largest
increase was seen in other health impairments, which grew 279.87 percent. Figure
II-8 shows that the rate of change increased significantly beginning in 1992. This
rapid increase is attributed by most States to increased identification of and service
to children with attention-deficit disorder (ADD) and attention-deficit/hyperactivity
disorder (ADHD). The increase may also be due in part to a 1991 Department of
Education, Office of Special Education and Rehabilitative Services (OSERS)
memorandum stipulating that students with ADD are eligible for services under the
other health impairments category when the disorder is a chronic or acute health
problem that results in limited alertness that in turn adversely affects educational
performance. Growth in this category continues; between 1996-97 and 1997-98, 20
States reported increases of 20 percent or more in the other health impairments

category.

Large increases in the numbers of students receiving services for specific learning
disabilities (38.13 percent) and orthopedic impairments (43.03 percent) also were
reported during the past 10 years, although, as shown in figure 1I-8, the rates of
increase fell between approximately 2 and 8 percent each year. The apparent
increase in the number of students with orthopedic impairments may be inflated
because four States--Colorado, Delaware, Michigan, and Mississippi--include
students with other health impairments in this category. The rates of increase for
this category parallel those of other health impairments beginning in 1993-94. Rates
of change in the orthopedic impairments category for these four States over the 10-
year period were 437.15, 185.59, 173.27, and 107.83 percent, respectively. It is
interesting to note that if these four States are removed from the analysis, the rate
of growth in the orthopedic impairments category from 1988-89 to 1997-98 is
reduced from 43.03 percent to 22.77 percent.

Three disability categories--speech/language impairments, mental retardation, and
visual impairments--have experienced moderate increases since 1988-89. Speech/
language impairments showed an overall increase of 10.54 percent, with a 20.23
percent drop in services to students ages 18 through 21. The pattern of services for
mental retardation based on age group is interesting to examine. Students ages 18
through 21 showed the largest increase--17.01 percent. There is some anecdotal
evidence from the States to indicate that students in this age group may be
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Figure I1-8
Percentage Change in the Number of Children Served with Selected
Disabilities Under IDEA, Part BY
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a/ The dramatic drop in multiple disabilities 1n 1994-95 was the result of a change in reporting
practices by one State, Wisconsin. In that year, Wisconsin began reporting students
exclusively by their primary disability category, reporting no students in the multiple
disability category. Wisconsin had previously reported a large number of students as having
multiple disabilities; in 1993-94, Wisconsin alone accounted for approximately 21 percent
of all students reported in the multiple disabilities category. The adjustment in reporting
procedures also contributed to increases in other disability categories, such as orthopedic
impairments.
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Table II-3
Average Age of Students Served Under IDEA, Part B, 1992-93 Through
1997-98
School Years

Disability 1992-93 | 1993-94 | 1994-95 | 1995-96 | 1996-97 | 1997-98
Specific Learning Disabilities 12.33 12.38 12.39 12.41 12.44 12.48
Speech/Language 8.55 8.60 8.59 8.57 8.57 8.59
Impairments

Mental Retardation 12.76 12.66 12.65 12.65 12.65 12.68
Emotional Disturbance 12.84 12.77 12.85 12.88 12.90 12.89
Multiple Disabilities 11.92 11.73 12.08 12.08 12.07 12.10
Hearing Impairments 11.86 11.68 11.85 11.90 11.92 11.94
Orthopedic Impairments 11.34 11.31 11.33 11.38 11.46 11.49
Other Health Impairments 11.68 11.54 11.48 11.46 11.53 11.63
Visual Impairments 11.96 11.82 12.01 12.01 12.05 12.04
Autism 11.41 11.16 11.10 11.02 10.78 10.64
Deaf-Blindness 12.76 12.04 12.82 12.79 12.77 12.89
Traumatic Brain Injury 13.04 12.74 12.82 12.65 12.80 12.86

All Disabilities 11.57 11.56 11.62 11.65 11.66 11.69

T

Source: US. Department of Education, Office of Special Education Programs, Data Analysis
System (DANS).

reclassified in order to facilitate eligibility for vocational rehabilitation services. The
next largest increase was among the 6- through 11-year-old population (11.16
percent). Of these three categories, the number of students served under the mental
retardation category showed the smallest increase, 4.64 percent. The number of
students with visual impairments rose by 16.07 percent.

Students with Disabilities by Age

The average age of students with disabilities has remained relatively constant for

school-age children since 1992-93.7 Table II-3 shows the average age for children
ages 6 through 21 served under IDEA for all disabilities and for each of the
disability categories.

" The 1992-93 school year was the first time individual age year data were available for students
served under Chapter 1 of ESEA (SOP); consequently, the analysis of mean age is limited to the
period 1992-93 to 1997-98.
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Table I1-4
Number of Children with Developmental Delay, 1997-98
Age Years

States 6 7 8 9 Totals/

Alabama 289 0 0 0 289 (1.02%)
Idaho 231 21 6 0 258 (3.25%)
Michigan 106 17 6 1 130 (.23%)
New Mexico 77 20 6 4 107 (.86%)
Tennessee 344 241 98 75 758 (1.98%)
Vermont 264 108 21 0 393 (13.80%)
Northern Marianas 3 0 1 0 4 (4.88%)
Virgin Islands 3 2 0 0 5 (1.05%)
Total 1,317 406 138 80 1,944 (1.32%)

a/ Note: The number in parentheses represents the percentage of children with developmental

delay based on the number of children with disabilities ages 6 through 9 served.

Source: U.S. Department of Education, Office of Special Education Programs, Data Analysis
System (DANS).

The average age for students with all disabilities did not change significantly during
this period. The average age of children identified as having autism did decrease
during this period. This decrease occurred simultaneously with a dramatic rise in the
number of children served in that category, perhaps reflecting an increased
emphasis on eatly identification of autism. It is also consistent with States’ anecdotal
reports that they are identifying children with autism at younger ages.

School-Age Children with Developmental Delay

Prior to the IDEA Amendments of 1997, the age range for reporting
developmental delay was 3 through 5, and many States have used this category and
age range for several years. However, the IDEA Amendments of 1997 altered the
definition of “child with a disability” to include serving, at the discretion of the State
and the local education agency, “children ages 3 through 9 experiencing

developmental delay.” (§602(3)(B)(i)(ii))

In 1997-98, eight States and Outlying Areas reported children in the developmental
delay category: Alabama, Idaho, Michigan, New Mexico, Northern Marianas,
Tennessee, Vermont, and the Virgin Islands. Table II-4 shows the reporting
distribution for these States by age year. Only 1,944 students were reported in this
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category, the majority of whom (67.75 percent) were 6 years old. Only three States
reported 9-year-olds in this category, and for both Michigan and New Mexico, these
counts were very small (1 and 4, respectively). Vermont classified 13.8 percent of its
children ages 6 through 9 in this category, while the remaining States classified less
than 5 percent of the students in this age range as having a developmental delay.

Six of the eight States used quantitative criteria to determine developmental delay.
For example, Idaho used both the number of standard deviations below the mean
and delays in age equivalency to determine developmental delay. A child who tested:

2 standard deviations below the mean or had a 30 percent delay in age
equivalency in one developmental area, or who tested 1.5 standard
deviations below the mean or had a 25 percent delay in age equivalency in
two or more areas was reported as experiencing developmental delay

(Danaher, 1998).

Four States commented that the developmental delay category was only used when
other categories did not apply. Approximately 19 States are currently considering
extending the age for which developmental delay is applicable (Danaher, 1998).

Summary

The number of students with disabilities served under IDEA continues to increase
at a rate higher than both the general population and school enrollment. The
greatest increases in the past 10 years were seen in the 12 through 17 age group
(37.58 percent) and in the other health impairments category (286.01 percent). The
average age of students served rose only slightly, from 11.57 in 1992-93 to 11.69 in
1997-98. The ages of children reported in the autism category showed the greatest
change, dropping from 11.41 in 1992-93 to 10.64 in 1997-98. Although States were
allowed to report children with developmental delay for children ages 6 through 9
for the first time in 1997-98, only eight States did so. Moreover, the number of
children reported was small (1,944) and represented only 1.32 percent of children
with disabilities ages 6 through 9.
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PARAPROFESSIONALS IN THE EDUCATION WORKFORCE'

Framing the Issues

mendments contained in the 1997 reauthorization of the Individuals with

Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) address issues connected with the growing
reliance on paraprofessionals with greater emphasis on their instructional and learner
support roles in the delivery of special education and related services for children
and youths with disabilities. State education agencies (SEAs) must now provide
leadership in the development of standards to ensure that a// personnel, including
paraprofessionals, are adequately and appropriately prepared. Standards developed in
accordance with State law, regulations, or written policy allow appropriately trained and
supervised paraprofessionals and assistants to assist in the provision of special
education and related services.

The roles and responsibilities of paraprofessionals have evolved steadily since they
were introduced into classrooms as teacher aides more than 40 years ago.
“Paraprofessionals have become technicians who are more appropriately described
as paraeducators, just as their counterparts in law and medicine are designated as

paralegals and paramedics” (Pickett, 1989, p. 1).

Paraeducator, paraprofessional, teacher aide/assistant, education technician,
transition trainer, job coach, home visitor--these are just a few of the titles that
school districts and other education provider systems have assigned to employees
who: (1) provide instructional and other direct services to children, youths, and/or
their parents or caregivers and (2) are supervised by teachers or other certified/
licensed professionals who are responsible for diagnosing learner needs; planning,
implementing, and evaluating programs to achieve learner needs; and assessing
learner progress and program outcomes (adapted from Pickett, 1989).

The following scenarios describe situations that occur daily in classrooms
nationwide. They highlight the evolving roles of both paraeducators and the teachers
who supervise them.

! This module reports on work conducted by Anna Lou Pickett, National Resource Center for
Paraprofessionals, Center for Advanced Study in Education, City University of New York. This
wotk is funded by the Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP).
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Greta, a first-year teacher, is working in an inclusive middle school science
program. Susan, an instructional assistant with 20 years’ experience in
working with students with disabilities, and who 1is old enough to be
Greta’s mother, has been assigned to her classroom. Greta feels confident
that she has the skills that she needs to plan for and teach the students. But
because she was not prepared at either the undergraduate or the graduate
level to plan for and direct the work of paraeducators, she is uncertain
about how to integrate Susan into curriculum and other classroom
activities. Susan is becoming increasingly unhappy because she feels that
Greta does not appreciate the skills that she has developed over the past
two decades.

For the first time in her 10-year career as a teacher, Meredith is working
with a teacher assistant. She is pleased that Rosita has been added to the
team because many of the students have limited English abilities. Meredith
feels strongly that it is her responsibility as the teacher to take the lead in
sharing information with parents. But she has noticed that many parents
seem to feel more comfortable speaking with Rosita about their children
than to her; she is also becoming aware that Rosita seems to encourage the
parents to speak with her, and this concerns Meredith a great deal.

Henry is a paraeducator who was hired to facilitate the inclusion of
students with disabilities into general education programs. He works with
several teachers, each of whom has different expectations about what he
should do in “their” classrooms. His duties vary from full responsibility for
teaching “the special ed kids” in one class to, in another classroom,
working with all the students who the teacher feels will benefit from
personalized attention, escorting “his students” to yet another class, and, in
the fourth classroom, sitting in the back of the classroom doing nothing.
Henry is confused about his roles and responsibilities, and when he
mentions this to the teachers, they too seem confused. Henry is also
concerned that he lacks the training necessary to work effectively with such
a varied group of students. He has asked other paraeducators about job
descriptions and training opportunities and has been told that there are
none. And he is uncertain about whom he should speak to about his
concerns.

Frances is an administrator responsible for her school district’s staff
development. A sutvey of personnel indicated a strong need to enhance
the capacity of teachers and paraeducators to work as effective teams. She
requested training resources on this topic from her State department of
education’s comprehensive system of personnel development and
discovered that there are no statewide guidelines for the employment,
placement, and supervision of paraeducators. Neither are there standards
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for competency-based training for paraeducators or for preparing teachers
to work with them.

These case studies illustrate some of the issues examined in this module on
paraprofessionals in the education workforce. The module is divided into three parts.
Part I sets the stage with a brief review of the historical and contemporary factors
that have led to increased paraeducator utilization in more demanding roles. Part 11
centers on critical policy questions and systemic issues requiring the attention of
personnel in different jurisdictions with different responsibilities for ensuring the
availability of an effectively supervised, highly skilled paraeducator workforce. Part
II highlights promising practices and strategies for developing standards and
systems to prepare teachers and paraeducators for their roles as members of program
implementation teams.

Historical Perspective: A Legacy of Problems and Promise

Many of the current concerns about professional development practices and
regulatory/administrative systems that have an impact on paraeducator performance,
supervision, and preparation have their roots in policy decisions and events that took
place four decades ago.

In the mid-1950s, a need to alleviate post-World War II shortages of licensed
educators and the fledging efforts of parents of children with disabilities to develop
alternatives to institutionalization stimulated interest in the employment of teacher
aides. Two significant research projects were undertaken to assess the
appropriateness and effectiveness of teacher aides as one way to enable teachers to
spend more time in planning and implementing instructional activities. The first,
sponsored by the Ford Foundation, took place in Bay City, Michigan. College
educated, but unlicensed, teacher aides were recruited and trained to perform clerical,
monitoring, and other routine classroom tasks. Acceptance was not automatic.
Critics were concerned that teachers would be replaced with unqualified “cheap
labor.” In general, however, the reaction was cautiously optimistic, and the concept
was adopted by other districts. At about the same time, Cruickshank and Herring
(1957) documented the results of a project at Syracuse University designed to
demonstrate the efficacy of teacher aides in special education. Although the results,
like those in Bay City, were positive, it would be almost 10 years before the benefits
of paraprofessionals would be more fully tested and realized (Fund for the
Advancement of Education, 1961; Gartner, 1971, Kaplan, 1977).

The late 1960s and early 1970s wrought social and organizational changes that had a
profound impact on America’s schools. Through the efforts of educators and
advocacy groups, Federal legislative actions established programs such as Title I and
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Head Start to meet the needs of growing numbers of children and youth from
economically and educationally disadvantaged family backgrounds. In 1975, parents
and other advocates for the rights of children and youth with disabilities also
achieved their goal of passing P.L. 94-142, the landmark Education for all
Handicapped Children Act, which later became the Individuals with Disabilities
Education Act IDEA). Each of these legislative actions recognized the value of
learner centered, personalized education and services for children and youth with
diverse ability levels, learning styles, and other education needs (although only P.L.
94-142 mandated individualized education plans).

During this period, to provide teachers in both general and special education with
the assistance they required in order to develop and provide learner-centered and
individualized programs, the employment of paraprofessionals gained momentum,
and significant changes began to occur in their roles and specialties. While they still
performed routine monitoring, clerical, and housekeeping tasks, paraprofessionals
also reviewed and reinforced lessons and assisted students with other learning
activities initiated by teachers (Fafard, 1974; Gartner, 1971; Pickett, 1989). In urban
centers in particular, paraprofessionals who shared the culture and traditions of
children and youth of diverse backgrounds served as liaisons between schools and
families as a way to counter an emerging lack of confidence between the two
(Gartner & Riessman, 1974).

At the same time that paraprofessional utilization expanded, there was also a growing
awareness of the need to find ways to reduce batriers that prevented people from
ethnic, cultural, and language minorities from entering the professional ranks. Then
as now, paraprofessionals were primarily women who were (re)entering the
workforce and were also generally representative of the cultural, ethnic, and language
minority groups in their communities (Pearl & Riessman, 1965). Throughout the
1960s and 1970s, Federal legislation, particularly the Economic Opportunities Act of
1964 and the Education Professions Development Act of 1967, played key roles in
supporting and providing access to teacher education for paraprofessionals. One of
the most effective and comprehensive personnel preparation initiatives was the
Career Opportunities Program (COP).

In From Aide to Teacher: The Story of the Career Opportunities Program, Kaplan (1977)
recorded the goals, models, and results of COP. Developed by the U.S. Office of
Education, the mission of COP was to provide opportunities for “indigenous
community residents, working as paraprofessionals in the nation’s low-income urban
and rural areas to advance within the education professions and ultimately to
improve the learning of children and youth in these schools” (p. 2).
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The COP design for teacher recruitment and preparation represented a sharp break
from teacher education practices. COP grants went to school systems that set
priorities to meet local needs. Partnerships with schools of education in the form of
subcontracts were established. Local education agencies (LEAs) selected candidates
from their paraprofessional workforce who they determined could best serve their
students and identified the skills that would prepare them to be effective teachers.
Institutions of higher education (IHEs) scheduled required courses to accommodate
worker-student needs, tutored candidates for high school equivalency tests,
conducted study groups to reinforce learning, and conducted classes off campus near
students’ homes.

The COP project lasted for 7 years. It proved to be a viable approach that enabled
more than 20,000 nontraditional students from underrepresented groups to enter
education professions. Indeed, many of the lessons learned through COP serve as a
foundation for contemporary teacher preparation programs that recognize
paraeducators as valuable recruitment resources (Haselkorn & Fideler, 1996).

While local school systems and higher education agencies were actively engaged in
developing flexible degree programs for paraprofessionals, 10 State education
agencies (SEAs) established credentialing and other regulatory procedures that set
guidelines for paraprofessional employment and preparation. Some of these systems
included criteria for training and career advancement; most did not. Rather than
develop regulatory procedures, the vast majority of the States chose to establish non-
binding administrative guidelines that outlined appropriate duties for
paraprofessionals and in some rare cases delineated supervisory responsibility. To an
even more limited extent, LEAs began to develop job descriptions and personnel
practices that included career ladders and training programs for those whose career
choice was to remain a paraprofessional (Pickett, 1994).

With the decline of Federal fiscal support and leadership for paraprofessional
employment and education in the 1980s, interest in developing standards and
programs for improving paraprofessional performance and providing opportunities
for career development all but evaporated. In fact, “they became the forgotten
members of education teams” (Pickett, 1994, p. 2), even though their roles and
responsibilities continued to expand. As the years passed, policies and systems
concerned with paraprofessional employment, roles, and preparation became more
and more unstructured (Pickett, 1989; 1994; 1996). Moreover, with the exception of
Nebraska, no SEAs or IHEs were addressing issues of paraeducator supervision and
its impact on teacher roles and responsibilities (Vasa & Steckelberg, 1987; Vasa,
Steckelberg, & Ulrich-Ronning, 1983). As a result in most States, standards for
paraprofessional roles and responsibilities and professional development systems are
almost nonexistent (Pickett, 1989; 1996).
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The Present: Issues and Concerns

A review of recent literature reveals that several factors and trends have converged to
rekindle interest among policy makers, SEA and LEA administrators, and personnel
developers in paraeducator roles, supervision, and preparation. First and foremost
are the mandates in IDEA and State legislative actions that stress the need for
individualized instruction and support services for children and youth with
developmental, learning, physical, and sensory disabilities. Second are the provisions
in IDEA, the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1994, and the Goals
2000: Educate America Act of 1994 that target the need to ensure that all personnel
are adequately prepared for their roles and responsibilities. As noted eatlier, IDEA
requires States to establish standards to ensure that paraprofessionals are
appropriately trained and supervised. States must also incorporate these training
standards into their Comprehensive Systems of Personnel Development (§635(2)).
Other significant factors include:

e Continuing initiatives to restructure education systems and practices to
more effectively serve children and youth with disabilities and other special

needs in inclusive general education programs (Giangreco, Edelman,
Luiselli, & McFarland, 1997; Mueller, 1997; Pickett, 1996; Safarik, 1997).

o Increasing numbers of English-language learners enrolled in school
systems nationwide. Paraprofessionals can provide familiarity with differing
cultures and languages (Haselkorn & Fideler, 1996; Macias & Kelly, 1996;
McDonnell & Hill, 1993; National Center for Education Statistics, 1995;
Pickett, 1995; Recruiting New Teachers, 1997).

e Continuing and growing shortages of teachers in all programmatic areas
(American Association for Employment in Education, 1998; Genzuk,
Lavendez, & Krashen, 1994; Haselkorn & Fideler, 1996; Recruiting New
Teachers, 1997).

e Changing and expanding roles of teachers as classroom and program
managers and leaders of program implementation teams (French, 1997;
Vasa & Steckelberg, 1997).

How many paraprofessionals currently provide special education and related services
to children with disabilities? Data on paraprofessionals are generally drawn from two
sources. OSEP does not collect data on paraprofessionals as a separate category of
service providers. Instead, States report the number of teachers, teacher aides, and
related services personnel employed in their States. Paraprofessionals may be
reported in either of the two latter categories. The number of teacher aides providing
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services to children with disabilities has grown significantly in recent years; this
growth likely reflects the increasing use of paraeducators in special education.

In 1996-97, the number of teacher aides reported to be providing services to children
and youths ages 3 through 21 was 237,206. This figure, which does not include
paraprofessionals who were reported in the category of related services personnel,
may be compared with the 357,082 teachers who provided services to these children
in 1996-97. In the Part C program, 3,307 paraprofessionals provided services to
children ages birth through 2 in 1996-97. Those paraprofessionals made up nearly 11
percent of the workforce providing eatly intervention services to infants and toddlers
with disabilities.

The results of a survey of chief state school officers conducted in 1996 by the
National Resource Center for Paraprofessionals in Education and Related Services
(NRCP) also provide data on the number of paraprofessionals in the special
education workforce. Those results suggest that there are approximately 500,000 full-
time equivalency paraeducator positions in general, special, compensatory, and
English as a Second Language (ESL)/bilingual programs administered by our
nation’s schools (up from 400,000 reported in a similar 1990 survey). Of that
number, a minimum of 280,000 work in inclusive general, resource, and self-
contained special education classrooms and vocational/transitional and early
childhood programs serving children and youths ages 3 through 21 with disabilities.
Another 100,000-plus are assigned to ESL/bilingual, Title I, and other compensatory
(remedial) programs. The remainder work primarily in elementary classrooms,
libraries, computer labs, and other learning environments, including eatly
intervention services (Pickett, 1996). Ongoing work of the NRCP and the
investigations of several other researchers indicate that expanded employment of
paraeducators will continue into the foreseeable future (Genzuk et al., 1994; Macias
& Kelly, 1996; NCES, 1995; Recruiting New Teachers, 1997).

It is important to note that current data are incomplete and thus do not provide a
completely accurate picture of paraeducator employment. There are several reasons
for this:

e Of the SEAs that do gather information and maintain databases about
paraeducator employment, their concerns usually center on identifying
paraeducators employed in federally funded or State-mandated programs.
Therefore, in many States, instructional paraeducators or related-services
paraprofessional staff supported by local tax levy funds are not always
included or are underreported in SEA figures.
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® Records maintained by most SEAs do not always indicate the
programmatic areas or grade levels to which paraeducators are assigned.
Thus, it is not easy to know how they are deployed and how many work in:
(1) preschool, elementary, middle/junior high schools, or secondary
education; (2) Title I or other compensatory programs; (3) bilingual/
multilingual or ESL programs; (4) inclusive general education, or more
traditional self-contained classrooms, or other special education programs
and related services (such as vocational/transitional programs,
occupational /physical therapy or speech/language pathology, and early
childhood programs).

e And finally, data collected by SEAs rarely include information about
paraeducator employment in Head Start and other early childhood
education programs or early intervention home- and center-based
programs administered by other agencies serving infants and toddlers with
disabilities and other special needs that place them at risk.

This lack of accurate data adversely affects the capacity of SEAs and LEAs to plan
and implement policies and systems to improve the quality of paraeducator
performance and to develop comprehensive cost-effective education programs for
their paraeducator workforce that recognize the similarities in the skills required by
all paraeducators.

While each of the factors cited earlier has contributed to increased employment of
paraeducators over the past decade, probably the most significant are the initiatives
to reshape and redefine teacher roles. No matter whether they work in center- or
home-based eatly childhood settings, in elementary, middle or high schools, or in
general, compensatory, or special education programs, teacher roles and
responsibilities in the instructional process are similar. Teachers are diagnosticians of
learner needs, planners of age- and ability-appropriate lessons and instructional
strategies, facilitators of learning, and assessors of learner performance. Starting with
Teachers for the 21st Century, produced by the Carnegie Forum in Education and the
Economy in 1986, efforts to reform education practices have added new dimensions
to traditionally recognized teacher responsibilities. Increasingly, teachers participate
in school-based governance and decision making. They help determine how best to
allocate human and fiscal resources to meet learner needs, assist in aligning
curriculum content to meet standards for learners established by SEAs, and, as
members of individualized education and related services planning teams, collaborate
with other school professionals, students, and parents to establish and implement
learner goals and objectives. They frequently are also the primary liaisons between
homes and schools (Carnegie Forum, 1986; Darling-Hammond, 1994; Darling-
Hammond & McLaughlin, 1995; DeBoer, 1995; French & Pickett, 1997; Friend &
Cook, 1996; Lieberman, 1995; Villa, Thousand, Nevin & Malgeri, 1996).
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To help teachers effectively catry out these new responsibilities, policy makers have
once again turned to paraeducators to support and expand the program management
and administrative functions of teachers (Genzuk et al, 1994; Lyons, 1995;
Miramontes, 1990; Mueller, 1997; Passaro, Pickett, Latham, & HongBo, 1994;
Pickett, 1997; Stahl & Lorenz, 1995). As a result, teachers have also become leaders
of program implementation teams with growing supervisory responsibility for
paraeducators (French, 1997; French & Pickett, 1997; Pickett, 1994; Vasa &
Steckelberg, 1987).

In today’s schools, paraeducators still perform routine clerical and housekeeping
tasks, prepare bulletin boards, duplicate instructional materials, and monitor
playgrounds, study halls, and lunchrooms. There is, however, greater emphasis on
their instructional and learner support roles. As members of program
implementation teams under the supervision of teachers, they: (1) assist with
maintaining supportive, safe, and healthy learning environments that facilitate
inclusion for all children and youth; (2) observe, document, and report objective data
about learners that enable teachers to plan, modify, and organize curriculum and
learning activities for individuals and groups; (3) engage individuals and groups in
learning experiences developed by teachers; and (4) assist with learner assessment
activities (Giangreco et al., 1997; Lyons, 1995; Miramontes, 1990; Mueller, 1997,
Passaro et al., 1994; Safarik, 1997; Skelton, 1997; Stahl & Lorenz, 1995).

Increased reliance on paraeducators with greater emphasis on their instructional and
learner support roles has not resulted in the development of policies and systems to
improve their performance, supervision, and preparation. In many States where they
do exist, policies and infrastructures have not been assessed and revised since they
were established in the 1970s. Thus, these systems do not reflect the dramatic
changes that have occurred in both teacher and paraeducator roles as the primary
members of program implementation teams. The most critical needs that require the
attention of policy makers, administrators, personnel developers, SEAs, LEAs, and
IHE:s are summarized as follows:

e The majority of paraeducators in our nation’s schools spend all or part of
their time engaged in providing instructional and/or other direct services
to learners and/or their parents (Giangreco et al, 1997; Lyons, 1995;
Mueller, 1997; Passaro et al.,, 1994; Rubin & Long, 1994; Safarik, 1997,
Stahl & Lorenz, 1995). Over the past decade, however, scant attention has
been paid to: (1) defining paraeducator roles in newly emerging staffing
arrangements; (2) formulating supervisory responsibility; (3) identifying
similarities and differences in roles and responsibilities of paraeducators
assigned to different programs; (4) determining the skills and knowledge
paraeducators require to carry out new, more complex tasks; (5)
establishing experience and education qualifications for entry-level and
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more advanced paraeducator positions; and (6) setting standards for
paraeducator performance (Pickett, 1996).

e Professional development/training for paraeducators, when it is available,
is usually highly parochial and is rarely part of a statewide comprehensive
system of professional/career development that includes: (1) competency-
based, structured inservice programs and (2) access to flexible degree
programs that enable paraeducators to achieve professional certification/
licensure while they continue to work (Pickett, 1996).

e At the present time, fewer than half (24) of the State departments of
education, including the District of Columbia and the territories, have
standards or guidelines for employment, roles and duties, placement,
supervision, and preparation of paraeducators. Thirteen of these 24 States
have credentialing mechanisms. These systems range from multilevel
certification/permit systems that define roles, training, and career
advancement criteria to one-dimensional systems that do not specify duties
or training requirements. Despite the existence of standards and
credentialing mechanisms in some States, it is likely that exceptions to
standards occur frequently (Pickett, 1996).

e Contemporary education reform efforts increasingly stress the team and
management responsibilities of teachers. These efforts have, however,
overlooked the roles of teachers as leaders of instructional teams and
supervisors of paraeducators. As a result, most teacher education programs
have not developed curriculum content to prepare teachers to plan for,
delegate or assign tasks, assess paraeducator skills and performance, and
provide on-the-job training (French, 1997; French & Pickett, 1997).

e The need to recruit and train committed teachers is well documented. The
need to attract more ethnic, cultural, and language-minority men and
women into the field is particularly acute (American Association for
Employment in Education, 1998; Genzuk et al, 1994; Haselkorn &
Fideler, 1996; Macias & Kelly, 1996; Recruiting New Teachers, 1997).
Although paraeducator personnel represent high percentages of the diverse
ethnic, cultural, and language-minority populations in their communities,
they are frequently overlooked as resources for recruitment into teacher
education and other professional preparation programs (Genzuk et al,
1994; Haselkorn & Fideler, 1996).

The Future: Addressing the Issues and Establishing the Systems

For partnerships to work cooperatively and to find effective solutions to policy
questions and systemic issues, States must have databases that identify who
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paraeducators are, where they work, and what they do in different program areas or
educational settings. Once this has been accomplished, the stakeholders will have
access to information that they can use to:

e delineate appropriate duties and tasks for paraeducators and the
nondelegatable responsibilities of school professionals;

e determine similarittes and distinctions in the roles and duties of
paraeducators assigned to different programs;

e identify 2 common core of skills for all paraeducators, 2 hierarchy of
performance skills, and the knowledge base needed by paraeducators
working in more advanced paraeducator positions;

e set standards for paraeducator training, professional development, and
education and/or experience qualifications for employment;

e establish standards for paraeducator supervision and performance
evaluation;

e make recommendations for developing and implemerting comprehensive
systems of staff development and career advancement for paraeducators;
and

e identify the supervisory roles and responsibilities of teachers and other
school professionals and establish standards for preparing them to assume
their duties (Pickett, 1997, p. 15).

In addition to addressing these needs, there is a growing awareness among the
various constituencies of the need for credentialing systems or other regulatory
procedures to ensure that paraeducators have the skills necessary to meet the
requirements of their roles. The need for paraeducator credentialing is not a2 new
idea, but it is highly controversial. As noted earlier, only 13 States have criteria for
hiring, training, and career advancement for paraeducators that they regard as
credentialing systems. Other States have chosen to develop administrative guidelines
rather than more formal, mandatory credentialing procedures--and the majority have
not moved to adopt either system (Pickett, 1996).

Pickett (1986) identified four reasons for developing new credentialing systems for
paraeducators or strengthening current ones:
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1. Setting standards and mandating specified levels of training and
performance would guarantee that paraeducators have the skills and
knowledge required to perform their assigned duties.

2. Effective credentialing procedures would be based on realistic and viable
opportunities for upward mobility on various levels of a paraeducator
career ladder and would therefore serve as an incentive for retaining skilled
paraeducators.

3. Credentialing would establish clear distinctions in the tasks associated with
different certificate/licensure levels, matching responsibilities with
training/education and competency.

4. Credentialing would serve as a method for providing formal recognition of
the contributions paraeducators make to the delivery of instructional and
related services.

Help in the Development of Policies for the Future

Education policy makers at the Federal, State, and local levels do not need to start
from scratch in addressing the concerns raised in this report. At the present time, 2
few States are in the process of developing and testing strategies and systems for
effectively preparing, supervising, and integrating paraeducators into education
teams. While each State uses a different approach that is designed to meet its
identified needs, States can serve as resources for policy makers in SEAs and LEAs
and personnel developers in IHEs. Minnesota, Utah, Rhode Island, lowa, and
Washington are implementing new plans, and Colorado is in the formative stage of
developing standards.

At the national level, the NRCP, through a special projects grant from the Office of
Special Education Programs, is developing guidelines for paraeducator roles and
responsibilities as well as model standards for their training and supervision. Assisted
by a broadly representative task force, the NRCP will issue its recommendations in
the fall of 1999 to provide policy makers, educators, personnel developers, unions,
parents, and other stakeholders with resources on which they can build to establish
policies and strengthen partnerships among those concerned with improving the
performance and status of a skilled paraeducator workforce.

The goals of this national project are to:

1. develop parameters for scopes of teacher and paraeducator responsibilities
in learning environments;
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2. identify a common core of skills required by all paraeducators and a
hierarchy of performance skills and knowledge base for paraeducators
working at more advanced levels with children and youth who have more
severe and profound disabilities and other challenging needs;

3. develop prototypes for articulated systems of training and professional
development for paraeducators; and

4. develop components of a model credentialing system that recognizes
distinctions in roles, skills, and knowledge required for different
paraeducator positions.

The recommendations of the task force are being reviewed and validated by a wide
range of representatives of provider and administrative agencies, professional
organizations, IHEs, and other constituencies. While the project is indicative of the
growing awareness in the education community of the need to enhance the status
and improve the performance of paraprofessionals, its work builds upon a wealth of
existing resources, particularly at the State and local levels.

Summary

Policy makers and administrators in SEAs, LEAs and IHEs are confronted with
many issues and concerns in their efforts to improve the quality of the education
workforce. Because paraeducators are integral members of program implementation
teams, it is of critical importance that the issues that have an impact on paraeducator
performance and career development not be overlooked. Policies and systems must
be put into place to ensure that paraeducators have the skills and knowledge
necessary to meet the needs of the children and youth they serve.
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EDUCATIONAL ENVIRONMENTS FOR STUDENTS WITH
DISABILITIES

he Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) and its implementing

regulations require that “to the maximum extent appropriate, children with
disabilities . . . should be educated with children who are not disabled; and that . . .
removal of children with disabilities from the regular educational environment
occurs only when the nature or severity of the disability is such that education in
regular classes with the use of supplementary aids and services cannot be achieved
satisfactorily” (34 CFR 300.550). The IDEA regulations further specify that a
continuum of alternative placements must be available to meet the needs of children
with disabilities for special education and related services (34 CFR 300.551). The
question of what constitutes the least restrictive environment is perhaps the most
contentious of all the issues related to educating students with disabilities. States and
districts vary considerably in the percentage of students with disabilities served in
different educational environments, raising concerns about financial, programmatic,
or policy-related reasons for these differences.

This module summarizes literature on the outcomes of inclusive educational
practices and presents national data on the extent to which students with disabilities
receive services in general education classes and schools. It addresses a number of
issues. How does inclusion in regular classes affect skill acquisition for students with
disabilities? Are social outcomes for students with disabilities enhanced when they
have more opportunities to interact with nondisabled peers? How does inclusion
affect the performance of students without disabilities? What percentage of children
with disabilities are served in different educational environments, and how do those

percentages vary by age group and disability?
Outcomes of Inclusive Schooling Practices

This section summarizes research that demonstrates the positive impact of inclusive
schooling practices on students. The discussion highlights themes describing what
has been empirically documented to date and what has been learned about how to
maximize positive outcomes.

' The following sections were adapted from McGregor, G., & Vogelsberg, R.T. (1998). Inclusive
schooling practices: A synthests of the literature that informs best practices about inclusive schooking. Supported by
OSEP grant #H086V40007.
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Skill Acquisition for Students with Disabilities

Dunn (1968) and many others have stressed the availability of nondisabled students
who can serve as role models and initiators of communication and social interaction
as an important reason to place students with disabilities in general education
classrooms. It is not surprising, therefore, that much of the initial research examining
outcomes for students with disabilities placed in general education classrooms
focused on these skill areas. The themes described below reflect evidence available to
date.

A substantial number of studies have demonstrated that students with and without
disabilities interact more frequently in integrated and inclusive settings than in self-
contained environments (e.g., Brinker, 1985; Brinker & Thorpe, 1986; Fryxell &
Kennedy, 1995). These results have been demonstrated for children in preschool
(Guralnick & Groom, 1988; Hanline, 1993; Jenkins, Odom, & Speltz, 1989),
elementary school (Cole & Meyer, 1991; Fryxell & Kennedy, 1995), and secondary
settings (Kennedy, Shukla, & Fryxell, 1997; McDonnell, Hatrdman, Hightower, &
Kiefer-O’Donnell, 1991). Despite the opportunities created by the presence of
students without disabilities in general education settings, multiple demonstrations
suggest that without adult intervention, students without disabilities tend to interact
more frequently with other nondisabled students than with students with disabilities
in social situations (e.g., Faught, Balleweg, Crow, & van den Pol, 1983; Odom &
Strain, 1986; Sale & Carey, 1995). Fortunately, many strategies have been used
successfully to encourage and maintain ongoing interaction between students with
and without disabilities, including the use of communication aids and play organizers
(Jolly, Test, & Spooner, 1993), teacher-mediated interaction (Strain & Odom, 1980),
and peer-mediated assists (e.g., Brady et al., 1984; Sasso & Rude, 1987).

At least two studies suggest that the number of students with disabilities in the
classtoom has an impact on the level of social interaction that occurs between
students with and without disabilities. In a study at the preschool level, Guralnick
and Groom (1988) found that children with disabilities in playgroups with typically
developing peers engaged in more peer-related social interaction than those who
were in programs that grouped together children with disabilities. The authors
emphasized the importance of having adequate numbers of typical peers in play
groups, providing some empirical support for the principle of “natural proportions”
(Brown et al., 1989). Similarly, McDonnell et al. (1991) found that the number of
students with severe disabilities in a school was negatively associated with in-school
and after-school integration. Students placed in their home school had significantly
higher levels of interaction with typical peers than those enrolled in programs that
tend to recruit larger numbers of students with disabilities.
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Closely associated with opportunities for social interaction is growth in social
competence and communication skills. Studies documenting parental reports of child
development have consistently identified improvement in the area of social skills and
communication as outcomes associated with participation in an educational program
with typical peers (e.g., Bennett, DeLuca, & Bruns, 1997; Guralnick, Connor, &
Hammond, 1995; Turnbull, Winton, Blacher, & Salkind, 1982). These gains have also
been documented in studies that directly measure performance in these areas. In a 2-
year comparison study of students with disabilities in both integrated and segregated
settings, Cole and Meyer (1991) found that students in integrated educational
placements demonstrated substantial progress on a measure of social competence,
encompassing such specific communication and social skills as initiation, self-
regulation, choice, and terminating contact. In contrast, comparison of students in
segregated settings showed regression in these areas across the 2-year period.
Performance gains in these areas have been noted in other placement comparison
studies (e.g., Jenkins et al., 1989) as well as in noncomparison studies conducted in
inclusive classroom settings (e.g., Hunt, Alwell, Farron-Davis, & Goetz, 1996; Hunt,
Staub, Alwell, & Goetz, 1994; Jolly, Test, & Spooner, 1993; Kozleski & Jackson,
1993).

Academic Skill Acquisition for Students with Disabilities. A recent study
investigated the level of academic engagement of students with severe disabilities
included in the general education classroom for content-area classes by comparing
the behavior of students with disabilities to a sample of peers without disabilities in
the same settings (McDonnell, Thorson, McQuivey, & Kiefer-O’Donnell, 1997).
Despite higher levels of inappropriate classtoom behaviors among students with
disabilities (e.g., aggression, lack of attention during instruction), there were no
significant differences in academic engagement between the two groups of students.
While no measures of skill acquisition were reported, these findings are consistent
with parent reports that their children are learning material from the general
education curriculum as a result of their inclusive placement (Ryndak, Downing,
Morrison, & Williams, 1996).

Skill acquisition data in academic areas are more frequently reported in studies that
involve the general classroom placement of students with mild disabilities.
McDougall & Brady (1998) demonstrated increases in math fluency and engaged
time for students with and without disabilities after the introduction of a
multicomponent self-management intervention. On a larger scale, there are program
models for which substantial performance gains for students with disabilities have
been found (e.g., Wang & Birch, 1984) as well as those for which positive gains were
evidenced in some, but not all, curricular areas (e.g., Affleck, Madge, Adams, &
Lowenbraun, 1988), or for some, but not all, students with mild disabilities (e.g.,
Zigmond & Baker, 1990). Manset & Semmel (1997) conclude that gains for students
without disabilities are the most consistent outcome of this body of research,
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suggesting the potential benefits of blending the instructional expertise of general
and special educators for the benefit of all students, while underscoring the need to
pay greater attention to specific organizational and instructional practices in
heterogeneous classrooms.

The traditional general education classtoom, with an emphasis on whole group
instruction, is increasingly being viewed as a barrier to the learning of not only
students with disabilities but others in the general education classroom who have
diverse learning styles. A substantial body of evidence points to instructional
groupings that are advantageous for students both with and without disabilities.
Wang & Birch (1984) describe the difference in student behavior in a traditionally
structured classroom and a classroom designed to accommodate diverse learners (i.e.,
Adaptive Learning Environments Model (ALEM)). In the ALEM classroom,
students were more actively engaged in exploratory and individual activities,
spending less time in whole group and teacher-prescribed activities. The small group
structuring associated with cooperative learning has been repeatedly demonstrated as
academically (e.g., Lew, Mesch, Johnson, & Johnson, 1986; Madden & Slavin, 1983)
and socially beneficial for heterogeneous groups of students (Johnson & Johnson,
1981; Johnson, Johnson, & Anderson, 1983; Johnson, Johnson, Tiffany, & Zaidman,
1983). Similarly, small group structures associated with peer tutoring are associated
with benefits for students with and without disabilities in a variety of academic areas
(e.g., Cohen, Kulik, & Kulik, 1982; Maheady, Sacca, & Harper, 1987; Mathur &
Rutherford, 1991; Osguthorpe & Scruggs, 1986).

Several studies have examined the impact of small instructional groups on the skill
acquisition of students with more severe disabilities in inclusive settings (Dugan et
al., 1995; Hunt et al., 1994; Logan, Bakeman, & Keefe, 1997). Hunt and colleagues
(1994) structured cooperative learning groups involving students with severe
disabilities and their typical peers. Students with disabilities learned and generalized
the skills targeted for them in this instructional context. Their typical peers
performed as well as peers assigned to groups that did not have a student with a
severe disability as a group member. In a comparison of whole group, one-to-one,
individual work, and small group work, similarly positive findings are documented by
Dugan et al. (1995). Logan and colleagues (1997) found whole group instruction to
be the least favorable context for promoting task engagement of students with severe
disabilities. Together, these studies provide some preliminary evidence that the type
of instruction currently considered to represent good practice in general education is
also, when appropriately structured, conducive to the learning of students with
disabilities (Cosden & Haring, 1992).

Social Outcomes for Students with Disabilities. Another powerful rationale for
inclusion is that students with disabilities will have the opportunity to develop
relationships with peers that evolve into true friendships, carrying over into after
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school hours. Research has examined friendship outcomes for students with
disabilities based upon their educational environments. A direct comparison of the
social interactions, social support behaviors, and friendship networks of students
placed in general education classrooms with similar students served in self-contained
classrooms clearly favored those in inclusive settings (Fryxell & Kennedy, 1995;
Kennedy et al, 1997). Students in inclusive environments had more frequent
interaction with their peers and larger, more durable networks of peers without
disabilities. Furthermore, a positive relationship has been established between the
proximity of a student’s educational environment to his home and in-school and
after-school involvement with peers (McDonnell et al., 1991). Students who were in
integrated settings but placed in a cluster program had significantly lower levels of
peer involvement than students with disabilities attending their “home” school.
These findings again speak to the “best practice” guidelines delineated by Brown and
colleagues relative to natural proportion and home school settings (Brown et al,

1989).

Other research about friendship in inclusive settings has been descriptive, providing
insight into the types of relationships that develop between students with disabilities
and their typical peers. Qualitative investigations describe friendships between
students with and without disabilities that show the same variation in relationships
and status that one sees in friendships between students without disabilities (Evans,
Salisbury, Palombaro, Berryman, & Hollowood, 1992; Staub, Schwartz, Gallucci, &
Peck, 1994). This research suggests that differences seen in relationships are
influenced by factors not uniquely associated with disability status.

Using multiple methodologies and data sources gathered over a 3-year timeframe,
Meyer and her colleagues (1998) also found substantial variations in the social
relationships occurring between students with severe disabilities and their peers.
They identified six distinct “frames” that characterize the relationships they saw.
While some of the relationships observed illustrate undesirable social status,
friendships encompassed by the descriptors “just another kid,” “regular friends,” and
“best friends/friends forever” suggest more equitable and mutually rewarding
relationships.

Finally, reports from parents of students who are part of general education
classrooms indicate that these environments facilitate friendships outside of school
(Bennett et al., 1997). Despite pessimistic assumptions held by some, severity of
disability has not been found to preclude the formation of social relations and
interactions with typical peers. However, the observations of Salisbury and
Palombaro regarding successful social relations (1998) do merit attention.
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The potential for social isolation was there, but proactive strategies
within a supportive classroom climate seemed sufficient to
countetbalance the potentially negative consequences of challenging
behaviors and limited expressive capabilities (p. 101).

In a qualitative study of five inclusive elementary schools, Janney and Snell (1996)
identified strategies used to facilitate inclusion and interaction. They found that
teachers made complex judgments in order to know when to encoutage interaction
and when to “back off.” They used typical peers in various ways to assist and
promote interaction. Classroom rules about helping changed. Finally, they modeled
the message “just another student” in their talk and actions, implicitly conferring
classroom membership status to the student with severe disabilities. In contrast to
other methods of promoting friendship and support that focus exclusively on the
“identified” students, these teachers used whole-classroom strategies based on
cooperation and mutual assistance to create a setting in which all students could be
supported.

Adults can also interfere with the development of relationships between students
with and without disabilities in the regular classroom. Giangreco, Edelman, Luisells,
and MacFarland (1997) analyzed interactions between students and instructional
assistants in 16 classrooms in 11 schools in four States over 2 school years. The
finding that instructional assistants maintain ongoing physical proximity to students
with severe disabilities that they support in the general education classroom has
broad implications but is particulatly relevant in the area of peer interaction.
Obsetvations and comments by staff suggest that, in some cases, the constant
proximity of an adult inhibits interaction with peers. When instructional assistants
had established good relationships with typical peers, the opposite effect was noted.

At least two approaches have been taken to promote interaction and friendship
between students with and without disabilities. Early published reports describe
special programs or interventions (e.g., Special Friends) to bring students together,
based on the knowledge that contact with people with disabilities positively
influences attitudes (Voeltz, 1982). The limitations of this periodic contact outside
the ongoing structures and activities of the general education classroom are
suggested by two studies. In an early analysis of student interaction in integrated
preschools, Guralnick (1981) found that students with mild disabilities were more
socially integrated than those with more significant differences. However, these
students were members of the same class, while other students were integrated for
only select activities. Hanline (1993) commented, “It may be that the shared
experiences created by full inclusion provide the foundation for more social
integration” (p. 33). Schnorr (1990) observed and talked with middle schoolers in an
effort to understand their perception of a “part time” mainstreamed student. In the
eyes of the typical students, these part-time students did not “belong” to the class
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because they did not share in the school experiences that, for these children, defined
what it meant to be in middle school. Students with disabilities found it difficult to
“connect” with peers because they did not participate in extracurricular activities,
lacked membership in subgroups and partnerships established outside the classroom,
and lacked the time to form connections due to receiving special instruction during
times when their peers typically socialized.

More recent efforts to promote friendship are embedded within the context of the
ongoing school and classroom routine. These strategies attempt to encourage natural
relationships between students and their peers in these shared settings. In a second
investigation of the elusive concept of membership and belonging, Schnorr (1997)
found that in middle and high school classes, student membership and belonging
depend upon developing an affiliation with a subgroup of peers within the class. In
her study of students with disabilities in four classes, she observed that some
students were successful in connecting with a subgroup, while others were not.

Impact on Students without Disabilities

A frequent concern about the involvement of students with disabilities in general
education classrooms is that their presence will be detrimental to other students in
the class. Many eatly investigations of the impact of students with disabilities on the
developmental progress of typical students were conducted in preschool programs
involving students with varying degrees and types of disabilities. Studies consistently
demonstrated that the development of typically developing children did not
decelerate (e.g., Bricker, Bruder, & Bailey, 1982; Odom, Deklyer, & Jenkins, 1984) as
a function of the diversity of children in the classtoom. Among school-aged
students, consistent results have been obtained (Sharpe, York, & Knight, 1994),
although the research is sparse in this area. Measurement issues (i.e., the questionable
sensitivity of standardized academic and behavioral measures typically used by
schools) complicate this type of investigation.

Several studies have examined this issue from a different perspective, seeking to
investigate concerns that students with disabilities require a disproportionate amount
of teacher attention and therefore take away from the educational opportunities for
other students. In the Johnson City School District, an investigation focused on the
use of instructional time compared the teacher’s use of time in classrooms with and
without students with severe disabilities (Hollowood, Salisbury, Rainforth, &
Palombaro, 1995). Results indicated no difference in engagement rates between
classrooms, suggesting no negative impact on instructional opportunities. Similar
findings are reported by McDonnell et al. (1997) in another direct comparison of
classrooms with and without students with severe disabilities.
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Examining this issue from yet another perspective, skill acquisition of typical
students who are involved in small instructional groups containing a student with a
severe disability has been examined by Dugan et al. (1995) and Hunt et al. (1994). In
each case, the nondisabled students and the students with disabilities who were part
of small cooperative groups demonstrated academic gains. In contrast, mixed results
were obtained by O’Connor and Jenkins (1996) in a study focused on cooperative
groups comprising typical students and students with mild disabilities in grades 3
through 6. While some groups were successful, others were not. Factors such as
partner selection, teacher monitoring, and the establishment of a cooperative ethic
appeared to influence the outcomes. Clearly, structure and support are essential to
the success of these arrangements, and more research is needed to clarify critical
organizational elements.

Finally, data from at least one study are available to respond to the concern that
typical students will model inappropriate behavior exhibited by some students with
disabilities. In a year-long observational study in an inclusive elementary classroom,
Staub and colleagues (1994) did not find evidence to substantiate this fear.

Much of the research documenting positive outcomes for typically developing
students has been survey research in which students themselves are the respondents
(e.g., Helmstetter, Peck, & Giangreco, 1994; Kishi & Meyer, 1994; Peck, Donaldson,
& Pezzoli, 1990). Benefits described by students revolve around several themes,
including improvement in self-concept, growth in social cognition, and reduced fear
of human differences (Peck et al., 1990). These results are corroborated in studies
based on parental reports of child outcomes (e.g., Giangreco, Edelman, Cloninger, &
Dennis, 1993; Miller et al., 1992). Furthermore, benefits associated with relationships
with peers with disabilities have been found to persist far beyond the time that
students are actively involved with each other (Kishi & Meyer, 1994).

The inclusion of students with disabilities in general education classrooms stimulates
activities, opportunities, and experiences that might not otherwise occur within that
classroom. In a review of various program models designed to support students with
mild disabilities in regular classrooms, Manset and Semmel (1997) write that the most
consistent positive result across program models is gains for nonidentified students.
This suggests that some of the instructional strategies and organizational approaches
typically introduced into the general education setting for the purpose of supporting
identified students actually yield academic benefits for a far wider range of students.

Students with disabilities also create the opportunity to engage typical students in
dialogues around issues that might otherwise go untouched within the scope and
sequence of the curriculum. In the context of providing ongoing accommodations,
issues about fairness and equity naturally arise. Qualitative investigations of
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classrooms in which these issues were actively raised and discussed have been
associated with the acquisition of sophisticated social cognition skills by students
without disabilities. In one such study (Evans, Salisbury, Palombaro, & Goldberg,
1994), even students in kindergarten exhibited highly sophisticated concepts of
fairness and could articulate principles of equal treatment. In this same school,
teachers successfully taught elementary-aged students to use a collaborative problem-
solving process to eliminate barriers to various issues related to the inclusion of
students with disabilities (Salisbury, Evans, & Palombaro, 1997). Children
successfully assumed the role of problem-solver, identifying solutions to address
physical, social, academic, and staffing problems associated with students included in
their classrooms. While these skills and values may have been learned through other
experiences, they were a vital and recurring part of these classrooms as a result of the
naturally occurring situations that arose in the course of supporting students with a
wide range of skills within the general education setting.

A final observation relative to this theme relates to a finding by York & Tundidor
(1995), generated in their discussions with typical students. Students reported a
willingness to do far more than they were asked to do by adults in initial efforts to
include students with disabilities in general education classes. The presence of these
students creates opportunities for others to serve in roles or assume responsibilities
that were previously not available. Clearly, some are willing to take advantage of
these opportunities and may experience considerable personal growth as a result.

Educational Environment by Disability

Each year, States report to OSEP by age group and by disability the number of
students served in a variety of educational environments, as defined in table III-1.
The placement categories are designed to reflect the extent to which students with
disabilities are served in schools and classes with their nondisabled peers. In 1996-97,
5,738,632 children ages 3 through 21 with disabilities received services in a variety of
educational environments, from full-time general education classes to residential
facilities (see table III-2). The largest percentage of students with disabilities (46
percent) received special education and related services outside the regular class for
less than 21 percent of the school day. An additional 27 percent received services
outside the regular class for 21 to 60 percent of the day, and 22 percent received
special education and related services outside the regular class for more than 60
percent of the school day. More than 95 percent of students with disabilities were
served in regular school buildings. Of the remaining students, 3 percent were served
in public or private separate day schools, less than 1 percent were served in
homebound/hospital environments, and less than 1 percent were served in public or
private residential facilities (see table III-2). From 1995-96 to 1996-97, the number of
students receiving services outside the regular class for less than 21 percent of the
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Table III-1
OSEP Placement Categories and Definitions

Special education outside the regular class less than 21 percent of the day. Unduplicated
number of children and youth with disabilities receiving special education and related services
outside the regular class for less than 21 percent of the school day.

Special education outside the regular class at least 21 percent of the day and no more than
60 percent of the day. Unduplicated number of children and youth with disabilities receiving
special education and related services outside the regular class for at least 21 percent but no more
than 60 percent of the school day.

Special education outside the regular class more than 60 percent of the day. Unduplicated
number of children and youth with disabilities receiving special education and related services
outside the regular class for more than 60 percent of the school day.

Public separate facility. Unduplicated number of children and youth with disabilities receiving
special education and related services for greater than 50 percent of the school day in public
separate facilities.

Private separate facility. Unduplicated number of children and youth with disabilities receiving
special education and related services for greater than 50 percent of the school day in private
separate facilities.

Public residential facility. Unduplicated number of children and youth with disabilities receiving |
special education and related services for greater than 50 percent of the school day in public
residential facilities.

Private residential facility. Unduplicated number of children and youth with disabilities receiving |
special education and related services for greater than 50 percent of the school day in private |
residential facilities.

Source: U.S. Department of Education, Office of Special Education Programs, OSEP IDEA, Part B
Data Dictionary, 1998.

school day increased by 3.8 percent from 2,554,635 to 2,651,394; the percentage
served in public separate day schools for students with disabilities decreased by 1.7
percent, from 131,785 to 129,578.

Although the overwhelming majority of children with disabilities were served in
regular school buildings, placement in regular schools varied considerably by
disability (table III-3). More than 90 percent of students ages 6-21 with speech or

' Since States and Outlying Areas may update previously reported data as necessary, the data reported
here may differ from those included in prior annual reports.
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Table III-2

Number and Percentage of Students Ages 3 Through 21 with Disabilities
Served in Different Educational Environments: 1996-97

1996-97
Environment Number Percentage
Regular Class 2,651,394 46.2
Resource Room 1,534,941 26.7
Separate Class 1,285,626 224
Public Separate School Facility 129,578 23
Private Separate School Facility 61,260 1.1
Public Residental Facility 22,479 04
Private Residential Facility 14,828 03
Homebound/Hospital Placement 38,526 0.7
Total Children 5,738,632 100.0

Source: U.S. Department of Educaton, Office of Special Education Programs, Data Analysis System
(DANS).

language impairments (99.6 percent), specific learning disabilities (99.1 percent),
mental retardation (93.1 percent), other health impairments (93.1 percent), and
orthopedic impairments, (92.7 percent) were served in regular school buildings.
Students with deaf-blindness (64 percent) and multiple disabilities (70.5 percent)
were least likely to be served in regular schools with their nondisabled peers.

There was also considerable variation by disability in placements within regular
school buildings. The majority of students with speech or language impairments
(88.6 percent) were served outside the regular class less than 21 percent of the school
day as were large percentages of students with visual impairments (48.3 percent),
specific learning disabilities (43.1 percent), orthopedic impairments (41.6 percent),
other health impairments (41.3 percent), and hearing impairments (37.6 percent).
Substantial percentages of students with specific learning disabilities (38.9 percent)
and other health impairments (34.5 percent) received special education and related
services outside the regular class 21 to 60 percent of the day. The majority of
students with mental retardation (54.2 percent) and autism (53.1 percent) were
served outside the regular class for more than 60 percent of the day as were large
percentages of students with multiple disabilities (44.4 percent), deaf-blindness (38.1
percent), emotional disturbance (35.3 percent), and traumatic brain injury (30.6
percent).
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Table I11-3
Number and Percentage of Students Ages 6 Through 21 Served in Various
Educational Environments Under IDEA, Part B by Disability on

December 1, 1996
Served Outside the Regular Class
More Home-
0-21% of | 21-60% of | Than 60% | Separate | Residential bound/
Disability the Day the Day of the Day Facility Facility Hospatal
Specific 43.1 38.9 17.1 0.7 0.1 0.2
Learning (1,146,168) | (1,035,406) | (454,822) 9,542) (3,442) 4,679)
Disabilities
Speech or 88.6 6.6 4.4 03 0.0 0.1
Language 927,727) (68,794) (46,110) (3,365) (344) (726)
Impairments
Mental 10.5 284 54.2 5.9 0.5 0.5
Retardation (62,248) (168,5106) (321,132) (34,700) (3,056) (2,932
Emotional 225 233 353 137 3.7 1.5
Disturbance (99,9506) (103,352) (156,759) (60,756) (16,210) (6,603)
Multple 9.5 16.6 44.4 24.0 31 25
Disabilities (9,894) (17,252) (46,194) (25,026) (3,181) (2,552)
Hearing 37.6 18.4 26.6 7.6 9.5 0.4
Impairments (25,613) (12,531) (18,160) (5,155) (6,474 (282)
Orthopedic 41.6 20.4 30.7 5.0 0.2 23
Impairments (27,428) (13,430) (20,230) (3,286) (148) (1,486)
Other Health 413 34.5 17.3 1.6 0.2 5.1
Impairments (68,522) (57,319 (28,675) (2,6606) (361) (8,420)
Visual 48.3 19.3 17.6 5.8 8.4 0.6
Impairments (12,523) (4,993) 4,572) (1,5006) (2,167) (159)
Autism 14.3 11.7 53.1 18.5 1.9 0.6
(4,897) (4,011) (18,240) (6,365) (659) (192)
Deaf-Blindness 14.1 11.8 38.1 19.9 14.6 15
(213) (178) (575) (230) (221) (23)
Traumatic 288 261 30.6 104 1.6 2.5
Brain Injury (3,049 (2,758) (3,240) (1,110) (173) (260)
All Disabilities 45.7 28.5 214 31 0.7 0.5
(2,388,228) | (1,488,540) | (1,118,709) | (158,705) (36,436) (28,314)

Source: U.S. Department of Education, Office of Special Education Programs, Data Analysis System
(DANS).

Educational Environment by Age Group

Educational environments also varied by age group, with younger children more
likely to receive services in regular school buildings and regular classes (table I1I-4).
More than 50 percent of children ages 3 through 5 with disabilities received services

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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Table I1I-4
Number and Percentage of Students Ages 3 Through 21 Served in Different
Educational Environments by Age Group: 1996-97

Served Outside the Regular Class
Home-
More Than bound/
0-21% of | 21-60% of | 60% of the Separate Residential Hospital
Age Group the Day the Day Day School Facility Placement
Age 3-5 50.9 9.0 323 5.7 0.2 2.0
(263,156) (46,401) (166,917) (29,275) (871) (10,212)
Age 6-11 55.6 240 18.1 1.9 0.2 0.2
(1,475,507) (636,219) (479,222) (51,296) (6,318) (6,205)
Age 12-17 36.2 342 244 3.8 1.0 0.8
(839,517) (793,062) (564,229) (87,101) (24,360) (18,792)
Age 18-21 291 215 299 10.0 23 13
(73,214) (69,259) (75,258) (25,166) (5,758) (3,317
Total, 3-21 46.2 26.7 224 3.3 0.7 0.7
(2,651,394) | (1,534,941) | (1,285,626) | (190,838) (37,307) (38,526)

Source: U.S. Department of Education, Office of Special Education Programs, Data Analysis System
(DANS). :

outside the regular class for less than 21 percent of the time.? An additional 9 percent
received services outside the regular class for 21 to 60 percent of the time, and 32
percent received services outside the regular class for more than 60 percent of the
time.

The majority of children in the 6 through 11 age group (56 percent) received services
outside the regular class for less than 21 percent of the day. An additional 24 percent
received services outside the regular class for 21 to 60 percent of the day, and 18
percent were served outside the regular class for more than 60 percent of the day.

Students ages 12 through 17 were fairly evenly distributed among the three regular
school building placements. Thirty-six percent, 34 percent, and 24 percent received
services outside the regular class 0-21 percent, 21-60 percent, and more than 60
percent of the school day, respectively.

The largest percentage of students ages 18 through 21 received special education and
related services outside the regular class for more than 60 percent of the school day
(29.9 percent). Smaller percentages of students in this age group (29.1 percent and

? Children 3 through 5 do not have a typical 5- or 6-hour school day, so percentages are based on the
amount of time they receive services.
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27.5 percent, respectively) received services outside the regular class for 0-21 percent
and 21-60 percent of the school day.

Summary

This module summarized literature on the outcomes of inclusive schooling practices
for students with and without disabilities and presented data on the number and
percentage of students with disabilities served in different educational environments.
Findings from previous research suggest that social interactions between students
with and without disabilities are enhanced when students with disabilities are served
in regular classes, particularly if teachers use deliberate techniques to promote
interaction. Some students with disabilities in general education classes exhibited
improved social and academic skills. Changes in instructional strategies designed to
address the needs of students with disabilities were cited as beneficial for many
students who had not been identified as eligible for special education services.

Over 95 percent of students with disabilities received special education services and
related services in regular school buildings, and 46 percent were removed from
regular classes for less than 21 percent of the school day. This vatied considerably by
disability and age group. Students with speech and language impairments were most
likely to receive services primarily in regular classes. Elementary-aged children were
more likely than secondary-aged children to receive services outside the regular class
for less than 21 percent of the school day.
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SCHOOL DISCIPLINE AND STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES

hen students with disabilities are involved in misconduct, implementation of

discipline policies can be perceived as complex because of laws designed to
protect these students’ civil rights. Prior to 1975, an estimated 1 million students
with disabilities were excluded from public elementary and secondary schools on the
basis of their disability. Public Law 94-142 included due process protections to guard
against further exclusion of students with disabilities on the basis of disability. In
Honig v. Doe, the Supreme Court found that “Congress very much meant to strip
schools of the unilateral authority they had traditionally employed to exclude
disabled students, particularly emotionally disturbed students, from school.” One of
the limits to this authority, the “stay-put” provision, was interpreted by the Court to
require that students remain in their current educational placement during due
process proceedings. Districts seeking to change the educational placement of a
student with a disability against the parent’s will could seek a court order but could
not unilaterally remove the student from school for more than 10 days. In the past
20 years, case law has defined suspensions or expulsions of more than 10 days in a
school year as a change of educational placement subject to the IDEA stay-put
provision.

Recent education policy reflects an attempt to balance the rights of students with
disabilities to a free appropriate public education with the rights of students to an
educational environment that is safe and conducive to learning. This module
describes Federal policies regarding discipline and students with disabilities,
summarizes available research relevant to those policies, and outlines the discipline
provisions enacted in the IDEA Amendments of 1997.

In recent years, the stay-put provision has been perceived as conflicting with goals
for safe and drug-free schools by limiting the authority of school personnel to
unilaterally remove students with disabilities from school for disciplinary infractions
without regard for the nature of the disability or the appropriateness of behavioral
interventions. Furthermore, anecdotal evidence suggests that students with
disabilities continue to receive services in general education classes and schools after
committing dangerous acts because of the protections awarded in IDEA, while
nondisabled students are suspended or expelled for similar misconduct. The
perception of a double standard has raised concern about the fairness of school
discipline policies for students with disabilities (Egnor, 1996). In one qualitative
study, many teachers and administrators indicated that students with disabilities
should be subject to “the same disciplinary actions as other students.” Some
speculated that students with individualized education programs (IEPs) were aware
of differences in disciplinary procedures and took advantage of the protections
afforded by their special status (Butera, Klein, McMullen, & Wilson, 1998).
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These perceptions raise two questions that are relevant to policy. First, to what
extent are students with disabilities actually engaged in misconduct, particularly acts
that are a threat to themselves or others? Second, to what extent are students with
disabilities excluded from school through suspension or expulsion, as a result of
misconduct?

School Misconduct/School Discipline for Students with
Disabilities

Under contract with the U.S. Department of Education, the Research Triangle
Institute (RTI) conducted a study of misconduct and discipline for students with
disabilities using extant data from States and districts. The study found that most
States did not collect the data necessary for assessing the extent or type of
misconduct by students with disabilities or the disciplinary actions resulting from
that misconduct. IDEA due process hearings around issues of misconduct were rare,
as were court injunctions to remove dangerous students from school pending an IEP
meeting. Suspension of students with disabilities was quite common, especially for
males and for students with emotional disturbance. Almost 28 percent of all special
education students who were suspended or expelled had emotional disturbance,
while less than 9 percent of all special education students had emotional disturbance.
Males were more likely than females to be suspended or expelled, and the gender
discrepancy was greater among students with disabilities than for the entire school
population (Fiore & Reynolds, 1996). However, this discrepancy may be attributable
to the disproportionate representation of males in special education.

The researchers concluded that students with disabilities were suspended and
expelled at rates that exceeded their proportion in the school population (Fiore &
Reynolds, 1996). This finding was supported by a Kansas study, which found that
students with disabilities were suspended/expelled at twice the rate of their
nondisabled peers (Cooley, 1995). However, data from the 1994 Office for Civil
Rights (OCR) Elementary and Secondary School Compliance Reports did not support this
finding. Although disproportion was evident in a few States, an estimated 6.2 percent
of students with disabilities nationwide were suspended for at least 1 day in 1994
compared to 7.2 percent of all students (U.S. Department of Education, 1994).

Findings on the use of corporal punishment were also discrepant. Data from OCR
(1994) show that approximately 0.7 percent of students with disabilities were subject
to corporal punishment compared with 1.1 percent of students overall (see table III-
5). This finding contrasts with the findings of a study of 4,391 discipline records
from nine Florida schools (McFadden, Marsh, Price, & Hwang, 1992). In that study,
56 percent of students with disabilities caught fighting received corporal punishment,
compared to 36 percent of nondisabled students.
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Table I1I-5

Number and Percentage of Students with Disabilities Subject to Different
Types of School Discipline: 1994

All Students Students with Disabilities
Number Percent Number Percent
Students suspended more than 1 day 3,078,314 7.2 288,508 6.2
Students subject to corporal
punishment 470,683 1.1 30,541 0.7

Source: U.S. Department of Education, Office for Civil Rights. (1994). Elenentary and secondary school
Civil Rights compliance reports. Washington, DC: Author.

With regard to the types of misconduct committed, Fiore and Reynolds (1996)
estimated that 80 percent of reported incidents involving students with disabilities
were fights or general misconduct. Weapons offenses accounted for 6 percent of all
reported misconduct for students with disabilities and 5 percent of misconduct
overall. The vast majority of weapons offenses involved possession or concealment
as opposed to use.

McFadden et al. (1992) found that defiance of school authority (27 percent),
bothering others (20 percent), fighting (15 percent), and unacceptable physical
contact (8 percent) were the most common offenses for students with disabilities.
Defiance of authority, fighting, and bothering others were also common among
nondisabled students. However, 12 percent of nondisabled students were disciplined
for truancy, a form of misconduct that was rare for students with disabilities.

Cooley (1995) found no differences in the types of misconduct leading to
suspension/expulsion of students with and without disabilities. For all students,
disobedience, altercations with other students, disrespect, and smoking were the
most frequent forms of misconduct leading to suspension/expulsion. Incidents
involving weapons and drugs were far less common. Of those students with
disabilities who were suspended/expelled, 3 percent were suspended/expelled for a
drug offense, 2 percent for possessing a gun, and 2 percent for possessing a knife.
These percentages were very similar to the percentages for students without
disabilities.

161 1-43



21" Annual Report to Congress

Discipline Provisions of the IDEA Amendments of 1997

The 1997 Amendments contain exception to the stay-put provision; the exception
states that if a student with a disability brings a weapon to school, commits a drug
offense, or a hearing officer determines that the district has demonstrated by
substantial evidence that maintaining the student’s current placement is substantially
likely to result in injury to the child or others, the student may be placed immediately
in an interim alternative educational setting (AES) for up to 45 days. The student’s
IEP team and, in the case of a hearing, the hearing officer, are given the authority to
determine an appropriate interim AES. This policy gives local administrators the
authority to unilaterally change a student’s educational placement under certain
circumstance but also provides protections for students. Students placed in an
interim AES are guaranteed access to the general education curriculum, continuation
of IEP-specified services, a functional behavioral assessment, and implementation of
positive strategies to address behavior.

Under Section 615(k)(1)(A) (1) and (B):

(A) School personnel . . . may order a change in the placement of a child with
a disability--(ii) to an appropriate interim alternative educational setting for
the same amount of time that a child without a disability would be subject to
discipline, but for not more than 45 days if--(I) the child carries a weapon to

school or to a school function . . . ; or (II) the child knowingly possesses or
uses illegal drugs or sells or solicits the sale of a controlled substance while at
school or a school function . . . [I]f the local educational agency did not

conduct a functional behavioral assessment and implement a behavioral
intervention plan for such child before the behavior that resulted in the
suspension . . ., the agency shall convene an IEP meeting to develop an
assessment plan to address that behavior; or (i1) if the child already has a
behavioral intervention plan, the IEP Team shall review the plan and modify
it, as necessaty, to address the behavior.

A hearing officer under this section may order a change in the placement of a
child with a disability to an appropriate interim alternative educational setting
for not more than 45 days if the hearing officer--(A) determines that the
public agency has demonstrated by substantial evidence that maintaining the
current placement of such child is substantially likely to result in injury to the
child or to others . . . .

The IDEA Amendments of 1997 require that States report to the Secretary each year
the number of students with disabilities removed to interim educational settings, the
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acts precipitating those removals, and the number of students with disabilities
subject to long-term suspension or expulsion. Those requirements indicate that:

Each State . . . shall provide data each year to the Secretary ... on ... (I) the
number of children with disabilities, by race, ethnicity, and disability category,
who under subparagraphs (A)(ii) and (B) of section 615(k)(1), are removed to
an interim alternative educational setting; (II) the acts or items precipitating
those removals; and (III) the number of children with disabilities who are
subject to long-term suspensions or expulsions . . . . (§618(a)(1)(A)(vii))

States will begin reporting these data in 1998-99. The IDEA Amendments of 1997
also require that States examine “data to determine if significant discrepancies are
occurring in the rate of long-term suspensions and expulsions of children with
disabilities--(i) among local educational agencies in the State; or (ii) compared to such

rates for nondisabled children within such agencies.” (§612(a)(22)(A))

Nowhere in the provisions of IDEA or in other Federal statutes do lawmakers
specifically recognize students with disabilities as likely victims of school violence
and misconduct. Research suggests that individuals with mental retardation are
vulnerable to psychological and physical abuse (Edgerton, 1981; Halpern, Close, &
Nelson, 1986); adolescent males with learning disabilities are more likely than their
peers without disabilities to be victims of crime (Bryan, Pearl, & Herzog, 1989); and
youth with emotional disturbance who exhibited low personal/social skills were
more likely than other youth with disabilities to be victimized during their school
careers (Doren, Bullis, & Benz, 1996).

Summary

The IDEA Amendments of 1997 sought to clarify the relationship between the right
to a safe learning environment and the rights of students with disabilities to a free
appropriate public education. Limitations in available data preclude a thorough
assessment of the extent to which students with disabilities are subject to long-term
suspension or expulsion. In fact, it is not clear whether students with disabilities are
more likely than students without disabilities to engage in serious misconduct or to
be suspended from school. The IDEA Amendments of 1997 require States to report
the number of students with disabilities subject to long-term suspension/expulsion
and removed to AESs for disciplinary reasons. States will begin reporting these data
to the Office of Special Education Programs in 1998-99.
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PREPARING TEACHERS TO SERVE STUDENTS WITH
VISUAL IMPAIRMENTS!

dministrators of schools and agencies that provide services to persons with

visual impairments have raised concerns about the growing shortage of teachers
for children with visual impairments, orientation and mobility (O&M) instructors,
and rehabilitation teachers’ (Wiener & Joffee, 1993). Chronic shortages of trained
personnel have been well documented in the literature (Head, 1989; Hunter, 1994;
Silberman, Corn, & Sowell, 1996). Although the personnel shortfall affects students
with visual impairments in all parts of the country, the impact appears to be greatest
in rural areas, where the nearest teacher trained in visual impairments may be in a
remote location or hundreds of miles away.

The personnel shortage is influenced by several factors, including limited public
awareness of the field, specialized requirements such as Braille and hand-sign
language that are not routinely taught in special education training programs, and the
relatively low number of training programs designed specifically for vision specialists.
The last factor may be particularly important: In recent years, more visual
impairment training programs have closed than have opened (Corn, Ferrell, Spungin,
& Zimmerman, as cited in NASDSE, 1997). The low number of training programs
in the visual impairment field suggests that the personnel shortage will not lessen in
the near future. The Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) has joined with
university researchers and other agencies to develop innovative programs that are
designed to reduce the shortage of teachers for students with visual impairments.

This module first describes the population of students served by visual impairment
specialists and looks briefly at some of the factors that contribute to the shortage of
teachers in this field. The second section of the module examines training programs
in the field and its specialty areas, such as deaf-blindness and O&M, and the third
section discusses licensure issues. The final section presents initiatives aimed at
reducing the shortages of teachers for students with visual impairments, with an
emphasis on OSEP-funded research and personnel preparation projects.

! The term “visual impairments” will be used throughout this module to describe students who are
blind or deaf-blind, or who have low vision.

2 Because rehabilitation teaching in visual impairments involves working with persons with adult-
onset blindness, this specialty area is less relevant to students with visual impairments and is not
treated in depth here.
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Students Served by Visual Impairment Specialists

The population of students served by visual impairment specialists is quite varied and
includes those who have low vision or those who are blind or deaf-blind. Students
with multiple disabilities that include visual impairments or deaf-blindness may be
reported under those categories or under the multiple disabilities category. In
addition, noncategorical reporting affects the number of children reported as
receiving services for visual impairments.

All States use noncategorical reporting methods for children ages birth through 2,
and States now have the option of using the developmental delay category for
children ages 6 through 9; Data on disability category are not collected for children
ages birth through 5. Five States allow noncategorical reporting beyond age 5: Idaho
(through age 9) Iowa and Massachusetts (through age 21), Minnesota (through age
6), and Virginia (through age 7) (NECTAS, 1998). Categorical reporting of students
ages 6-21 with visual impairments also varies across States. For example, in 1995-96,
Michigan and Wyoming reported school-aged children with deaf-blindness in the
hearing impairments category.

These reporting differences make it difficult to determine accurately how many
children need special education and related services for visual impairments. This is an
important issue because the number of children reported as receiving services under
a given disability category is often one of the key determinants of funding priorities
for preservice and in-service training.

In 1997-98, 26,070 students ages 6 through 21 were reported as receiving services for
visual impairments under IDEA. An additional 1,463 students were reported as
receiving services under the deaf-blind category. It is unclear how many children
with visual impairments were reported noncategorically or under different categories
for the 1997-98 school year.

Factors Contributing to the Shortage of Visual Impairment
Teachers

Several factors that may contribute to the shortage of teachers for students with
visual impairments were mentioned briefly in the introduction to this module. One
such factor is the status of visual impairments as a low-incidence disability. Because
public awareness of low-incidence disabilities is often limited, potential students

usually are not aware of and thus do not consider careers in the field (Mazzocco et
al., 1992).
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Students who do enter the visual impairments field soon learn that they have a
number of career opportunities beyond classroom teaching, including adult
rehabilitation, program administration, and university teaching. This is another factor
in the shortage of teachers for 6- through 21-year-olds with visual impairments.
Wiener, Fauver, and Schwartz (1995) conducted a study of persons employed in the
visual impairments field across the United States and Canada. The 440 respondents
were virtually all degreed professionals, with almost 84 percent holding a master’s or
doctoral degree. In addition, many had degrees specific to the visual impairments
field: 25 percent held degrees in O&M, 9.3 percent in rehabilitation teaching, and 13
percent in special education, including the visual impairments specialty. The
researchers found that although the largest percentage of their respondents were
employed primarily as teachers of students with visual impairments, that percentage
was only 27.7 percent. Twenty percent of the respondents worked in the O&M field,
and almost 19 percent worked in administration. It is clear that at least in this
sample, less than one-third of professionals in the visual impairments field were
working primarily as teachers for students ages 6 though 21. The remaining
respondents either worked in multiple settings or did not respond to the question.

Another possible factor in the teacher shortage is that the specialized skills required
for teaching subgroups of students with visual impairments, such as Braille and
hand-sign language, are not taught in typical special education training programs
(Mazzocco et al.,, 1992). Learning these skills requires some degree of specialization
during training. Special education teachers without such skills may not be able to
teach students with visual impairments as effectively as teachers who do have these

skills.

A final factor that contributes to the shortage of teachers for students with visual
impairments is the relative lack of training programs in the visual impairments field.
This aspect of the teacher shortage is best examined by looking individually at the
different programmatic areas of training in the visual impairments arena: blindness
and low vision, deaf-blindness, O&M,' and rehabilitation training. The next section
of this module examines the availability of teacher training programs in the visual
impairments field, including blindness and low vision, deaf-blindness, and O&M.
The extent of the teacher shortage in each specialty area is also addressed.

1 O&M speacialists teach students independent travel skills, including the use of a long cane and
residual vision, sensory skills, concept development, street crossings, route planning, and traveling
by mass transportation.
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Teacher Training Programs

Although the visual impairments field can be divided into several discrete areas of
training, in many cases there is an overlap in program requitements and instruction.
In addition, some programs incorporate visual impairment programs into their
severe disabilities or multiple disabilities programs. There are often not clear lines
between visual impairments training programs and other special education training
programs or between the various visual impairments specialty programs themselves.
This makes it difficult to determine how many visual impairments teacher training
programs there are and how many graduates they produce.

There are 1,200 colleges and universities that graduate 500,000 students each year in
the field of education (Doyle, as cited in McLetchie & MacFarland, 1995), but only a
handful of these schools have programs in blindness and low vision, deaf-blindness,
or O&M. Within the visual impairments field, there is disagreement as to the exact
number of teacher training programs. According to one study (Comn, Ferrell,
Spungin, & Zimmerman, as cited in NASDSE, 1997), there are 26 programs in 19
States that meet the standards established by the Amercan Association for
Education and Rehabilitation of the Blind and Visually Impaired (AER). These
standards are stringent; perhaps the most binding is the requirement that programs
have at least one full-time faculty member dedicated solely to visual impairments. Of
the 26 programs that meet AER standards, 16 received OSEP funding, and 12
prepared graduates eligible as both vision and O&M specialists. However, the
National Clearinghouse for Professions in Special Education (19972) lists 51 colleges
or universities with programs in visual impairments. At three of the schools, the
highest degree offered is an associate degree, for specialized paraprofessional training
in the field of blindness. Ten colleges or universities offer programs in deaf-
blindness (McLetchie & MacFarland, 1995).

The shortage of visual impairments specialists appears to be multilevel, with low
numbers entering the field at the bachelor’s, master’s, and doctoral levels (Bowen &
Stearns, 1994; Head, 1989; Pierce & Smith, 1994). The shortfall is also apparent at
the faculty level in colleges and universities. Silberman, Comn, and Sowell (1996)
surveyed faculty members in the field of visual impairments to determine whether
there were enough doctorate-level faculty members to train the needed number of
classroom teachers at the bachelor’s and master’s levels. They surveyed 34
preparation programs for teachers of children with visual impairments, O&M
instructors, and rehabilitation teachers.

Of the 69 faculty members who responded to the survey, only 28 reported spending
their time in one specialization area, and 14 respondents reported spending at least
half of their time in disability areas other than visual impairments. Fifty-nine of the
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respondents planned to remain in the field for the next 5 years, five planned to retire,
and five were unsure of their plans. Furthermore, 21 believed their positions would
be filled when they retired, 5 anticipated that they would not be replaced, and 43
were unsure of the future status of the position. At the time of the study, only 2 of
the 32 programs surveyed were in the process of hiring a full-time faculty member,
and neither program had received any applications from people with doctorates in
the applied areas. The study results led the authors to conclude that “the future of
the programs continues to be threatened” (Silberman et al., 1996, p. 121).

Orientation and Mobility Programs

Wiener and Joffee (1993) surveyed student enrollment in O&M programs and found
somewhat more promising results. In 1990, 186 students were enrolled in O&M
programs, which the authors claim is an increase from 1985 enrollment levels. The
rise is attributed in part to a cooperative student recruitment effort between AER
and the Affiliated Leadership League of the Blind. The collaboration included
innovative approaches to facilitating completion of required coursework, the
strengthening of accreditation standards, and a video marketing effort. Weiner and
Joffee (1993) believe that cooperative and innovative teamwork between these
agencies and teacher training programs holds significant promise for effective
solutions to the orientation and mobility teacher shortages.

Deaf-Blind Programs

In 1967, in response to the rubella epidemic of 1964-65 that resulted in more than
5,000 children being born with combined hearing and vision losses, the Federal
government funded 10 Deaf-Blind Centers (Heumann, 1994; McLetchie, 1995). The
Centers and Services for Deaf-Blind Children Program was established a year later.
These programs served as the primary resource for direct services and personnel
training for children with deaf-blindness, producing more than 100 graduates in this
specialty area per year in the late 1960s and the 1970s. Most of those graduates
became teachers for students with deaf-blindness, and some became administrators
of the deaf-blind centers (McLetchie & MacFarland, 1995). The program was later
amended to maintain direct services for children who are not served under a State-
service mandate, provide technical assistance to improve services, and fund projects
of research, innovation, development, and demonstration to improve knowledge and
practices (Heumann, 1994).

However, significant changes within the field have made the task of addressing the
needs of children with deaf-blindness more difficult in recent years. One such
change, the geographic dispersion of the children receiving services, is due to
inclusive programming. In 1983, the 215 children receiving services for deaf-

1151
169



21* Annual Report to Congress

blindness in Maine, New Hampshire, Massachusetts, and Connecticut were served in
29 school buildings. In 1992, 267 children in these States were receiving services but
in 218 different programs or sites (Collins, as cited in McLetchie & MacFarland,
1995). Yet the supply of qualified teachers needed to provide a quality education for
children who are deaf-blind has become critically limited (Heumann, 1994).

State Licensure Requirements

The shortage of teachers for students with visual impairments may be exacerbated by
a lack of standardization in State licensure requirements. Teacher training
requirements vary by program and are often influenced by State department of
education guidelines. Licensure qualifications also vary by State and may differ
depending on whether a teacher enters the field of general visual impairments,
O&M, or deaf-blindness. Forty-five States have specific requirements for individuals
who seek to become visual impairment specialists. These States require that teachers
either meet State licensure requirements in visual impairments or first meet the
general special education licensure requirements and then take additional coursework
to obtain an endorsement in visual impairments. Five States offer only generic or
noncategorical licensure, which may have implications for children who need highly
specialized services (National Clearinghouse for Professions in Special Education,
1997b).

DuPass and Fazzi (1996) found that of the 41 States responding to a survey about
O&M licensure requitements, only 17 required O&M specialists to meet specific
qualifications for employment. In most of those States, minimum qualifications
included completion of an undergraduate or graduate program in O&M, AER
certification as an O&M specialist, or both. These researchers also learned that in
many of the States that do not have statewide qualifications for O&M specialists,
local school districts, State schools for the blind, or private agencies that provide
O&M services on a contract basis have established their own employment
qualifications. In some cases, those qualifications were as stringent as those
established by departments of education in other States. However, it is clear that
although most States have established some form of minimum qualifications for
visual impairment specialists, those qualifications can vary considerably by State.

Efforts To Produce More Qualified Teachers for Students with
Visual Impairments

The shortage of teachers for students with visual impairments requires innovative,
collaborative efforts between OSEP and other agencies. This section of the module
highlights OSEP’s partnership with the Council for Exceptional Children (CEC), the
American Foundation for the Blind (AFB), and Texas Tech University as well as
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other OSEP research investments aimed at helping ensure an adequate supply of
qualified teachers for students with visual impairments. The AFB’s national agenda,
reflecting the changes needed in teacher training and strategies to help bring about
those changes, is also discussed.

OSEP's Kesearch and Training Initiatives

In 1997, OSEP awarded a 2-year grant to a consortium composed of the CEC, the
AFB, and Division 17 of the Association for the Education of the Blind and Visually
Impaired to conduct a national needs assessment and develop the National Plan for
Training Personnel to Serve Children with Blindness and Low Vision (NPTP).
Information on the NPTP can be found at www.cec.sped.org/ nptp.html. Needs assess-
ment data were collected through a national survey of teachers and field-based
specialists and through telephone surveys, focus groups, and literature reviews. A
national advisory board and other key stakeholders were involved in a strategic
planning session and a series of followup consensus-building activities as well. The
goal of the project was to reach consensus regarding national needs and problem-
solving methods in the recruitment and preparation of teachers for students with
visual impairments. The plan is scheduled for dissemination in early 2000.

In addition to the NPTP project, in 1999 OSEP was funding a number of other
preservice and inservice training grants in the visual impairments field. Recognizing
that personnel shortages “have created continuing demands for creative, practical,
and productive personnel programs” (Spooner, Spooner, Algozzine, & Jordan, 1998,
p- 122), OSEP has made particular investments in distance learning programs.
Distance learning involves the separation of the learner from the instructor in
location and in some instances time; it relies on technology such as interactive
television, electronic mail, compressed video, and telephone link-ups (Spooner et al.,
1998). The method allows teachers who are certified in other areas to obtain
certification in the visual impairments field without traveling great distances and
often while retaining their current teaching positions. Distance learning also provides
training to teachers in areas of the country that lack certified teachers who specialize
in visual impairments; this is particularly helpful in rural areas where there is little
access to traditional training programs. The goal of most of these distance learning
programs is to produce teachers who, after completing training, will remain in their
local area and provide services to students with visual impairments (Spooner et al.,
1998). Between 1995 and 1999, OSEP invested over $5 million in personnel
preparation grant monies to fund 12 projects related to distance learning programs
for personnel providing services to children with visual impairments.

A 2-year grant to the University of Arizona supported a project to train special and
regular education teachers to work with students with visual impairments or deaf-

I1-53



Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

21" Annual Report to Congress

blindness in Arizona, as well as in Nevada and New Mexico, where there are no
university personnel preparation programs that specialize in the instruction of these
students. The project utilized three instruction methods, combining traditional and
distance-learning approaches. The first, an alternative sites model, delivered courses
on-site in Nevada and New Mexico. The alternative method model offered the same
courses, but in a VideoCampus format, requiring only two weekends of on-site
training. The third model, an alternative scheduling format, offered coursework in
deaf-blindness in intensive workshops at the University of Arizona during the
summer and fall semesters. The summer sessions involved 3-week workshops, and
the fall sessions were held over a period of 5 weekends, to allow students who lived
at a distance to attend.

Another distance learning program currently funded by OSEP is a collaborative
effort between the University of Utah and Utah State University. This program
prepares early interventionists to serve children ages birth through 5 with vision and
hearing impairments. The program will enroll at least 18 students during each year of
a 3-year period. Because this is an endorsement program, eligible students are already
certified in special education. The program is offered simultaneously on campus and
through distance learning. Clinical instructors travel all over the State to meet with
students on a regular basis. Students complete required practica at sites close to
home or at other sites during the summer.

In addition to distance learning programs, OSEP funds a number of more traditional
personnel preparation programs for teachers and other personnel who provide
services to children with visual impairments. For example, California State University
at Los Angeles received a 4-year grant to train 48 qualified professionals in visual
impairments. The project’s emphasis is on training graduate students to be O&M
specialists and teachers of children with visual impairments. Although it is less
recognized by the literature, there is a shortage of teachers trained in visual
impairment in urban areas as well as in rural areas. An OSEP-funded project in
Chicago addresses this shortage. Northern Illinois University, in conjunction with
the Chicago public schools, received a 4-year grant to train 20 Chicago public school
teachers to work with students with visual impairments in kindergarten through 12
grade. The project has three goals: (1) to recruit well-qualified individuals to work in
the Chicago public schools, (2) to train special educators in the area of visual
impairments to meet the needs of students in a multicultural urban environment, and
(3) to contribute to the research literature on these issues. Classes take place during
the summer and in the evening during the school year. Project participants complete
their student teaching in mentoring programs without taking a leave of absence from
their other teaching duties. Each participant signs a statement pledging to teach
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Table III-6
National Agenda Goal Statements

1. Students and their families will be referred to an appropriate education program within 30
days of identification of a suspected visual impairment.

2. Policies and procedures will be implemented to ensure the right of all parents to full
participation and equal partnership in the education process.

3. Universities, with a minimum of one full-time faculty member in the area of visual
impairment, will prepare a sufficient number of educators of students with visual impairments
to meet personnel needs throughout the country.

4.  Service providers will determine caseloads based on the needs of students and will require |
ongoing professional development for all teachers and O&M instructors.

5. Local education programs will ensure that all students have access to a full array of placement |
options.
6. Assessment of students will be conducted, in collaboration with parents, by personnel having

expertise in the education of students with visual impairments.

7. Access to developmental and educational services will include an assurance that instructional
materials are available to students in the appropriate media and at the same time as their
sighted peers.

8. Educational and developmental goals, including instruction, will reflect the assessed needs of
each student in all areas of academic and disability-specific core currcula.

Source: Corn, A.L., Hatlen, P., Huebner, K.M,, Ryan, F., & Siller, M.A. (1995). The national agenda for
the education of children and youth with visual impairments, including those with multiple disabilities. New
York, NY: American Foundation for the Blind.

children with visual impairments in the Chicago school system for a minimum of 5
years.

The National Agenda

In addition to OSEP’s efforts to provide an adequate supply of well-trained teachers
for students with visual impairments, the AFB issued The National Agenda for the
Education of Children and Youth with Visual Impairments, Including Those with Multiple
Disabilities (Corn, Hatlen, Huebner, Ryan, & Siller, 1995). The agenda represents a
broad consensus of the changes needed in educational programs to meet the needs
of students with visual impairments. It comprises eight goals and a commitment to
achieve each goal by the year 2000 (see table I11-6).

The eight goals “reiterate in a simple yet thorough manner the very same concepts
that are at the core of our efforts to bring about lasting and effective educational
reform at the U.S. Department of Education--ensuring that each individual student
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receives the free appropriate education to which he or she is entitled under the law.
Along with our efforts, school districts and States around the nation are actively
engaged in education reform. Using our Goals 2000 and the School to Work
initiatives in concert with IDEA as a framework for change, educators throughout
the country are promoting comprehensive strategies for education reform based on
high academic and occupational standards, improving teaching, and strengthening
family involvement” (Heumann, as cited in Corn et al., 1995, p. V).

The agenda’s third goal addresses personnel preparation. It states, “Universities, with
a minimum of one full-time faculty member in the area of visual impairments, will
prepare a sufficient number of educators of students with visual impairments to meet
personnel needs throughout the country” (Corn et al., 1995, p. 6). The goal has five
national and five regional, State, and/or local strategies. The national strategies are:

1. Develop a model of excellence for personnel preparation.

2. Encourage establishment of a national research center on the education of
students with visual impairments, including those with multiple disabilities.

3. Develop a collaborative national recruitment program in conjunction with
AER.

4. Encourage all university personnel preparation programs in the area of
education of students with visual impairments to implement national
standards.

5. Determine the number of teachers of students with visual impairments as
well as O&M specialists who graduated from university preparation
programs in 1995. Ensure that the number who will graduate in the year
2000 is the same or greater than the number in 1995 (Corn et al., 1995).

Part of the fourth goal also deals with teacher training issues; it addresses the need
for ongoing professional development for all visual impairments teachers and O&M
specialists. The goal includes a national strategy for developing an information base
on a variety of training programs, including independent study, distance education,
and mentoring programs.

Summary

There are persistent shortages of classroom teachers for students with visual
impairments. Low numbers of doctoral-level faculty members and a relative lack of
teacher training programs contribute to the shortage. In addition, most children with
visual impairments are no longer clustered in schools for the blind, but are instead
attending their neighborhood schools. The geographic dispersal of students has
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increased the need for qualified personnel in the field and for innovative techniques
for serving these students.

OSEP has taken steps to ensure that all children with visual impairments are served
by qualified teachers, including funding a joint project of CEC, AFB, and Texas
Tech University to develop a national plan for training teachers to serve children
with visual impairments. OSEP also sponsors both traditional and innovative
preservice and inservice training grants to universities to improve the training of
teachers who work with these children. In addition, the AFB has issued a National
Agenda that delineates areas of concern and offers strategies for change.
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Introduction

n the 1997 reauthorization of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act

(IDEA), Congress sought to address some of the concerns and issues that have
emerged since the law’s initiation through a mandate for a national evaluation. Section
674 (b) of the 1997 amendments specifically requires the Department of Education to
undertake an evaluation of the implementation and progress toward meeting the goals
of the act. Nine target issues are specified in the law (see table IV-1). The assessment
must examine how well schools, local education agencies (LEAs), States, other
recipients, and the Department are achieving the purposes of the act, including;

¢ improving the performance of children with disabilities in general scholastic
activities and assessments as compared to nondisabled children;

¢ providing for the participation of children with disabilities in the general
curriculum;

¢ helping children with disabilities make successful transitions from early
intervention to preschool education; preschool education to elementary
school; and secondary school to adult life;

¢ placing and serving children with disabilities, including minority children, in
the least restrictive environment (LRE);

e preventing children with disabilities, especially children with emotional
disturbances and specific learning disabilities, from dropping out of school;

¢ addressing behavioral problems of children with disabilities as compared to
nondisabled children;

¢ coordinating services provided under IDEA with other educational and pupil
services (including preschool services), and with health and social services
funded from other sources;

! This module is based in part on work performed by Margaret McLaughlin, Ann Milne, and Maurice
McInemey at the American Institutes for Research through a task order contract to design, consistent
with IDEA Section 674(b), a national evaluation of the implementation and impact of the IDEA
Amendments of 1997.

IV-1
179



21* Annual Report to Congress

Table IV-1
Nine Target Issues

Improving Scholastic Performance

Accessing the General Education Curriculum

Supporting Successful Transitions

Providing Placement in the Least Restrictive Environment
Preventing School Dropouts

Addressing Children’s Behavioral Problems Effectively
Coordinating Services for Children and Families

Supporting Full Family Participation in Children’s Education

W oo NS U R WD

Resolving Disputes Through Mediation

e providing for the participation of parents of children with disabilities in the
education of their children; and

e resolving disagreements between education personnel and parents through
activities such as mediation.

The national evaluation must specifically include an assessment of the status of the nine
target issues, as well as a comprehensive design for describing how States, local school
districts, and schools are interpreting key provisions related to each of the issues. These
issues became targets for the evaluation because they represent major new provisions
in the special education legislation and/or have been persistently difficult to implement.
The implementation of provisions relating to each of the nine issues has the potential
of significant and positive impacts on children with disabilities, their families, and the
schools that provide them with special education and related services. This module first
discusses seven studies that the Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) has
funded to address the national assessment requirements of IDEA. The module then
describes the status of each of the nine issues to be addressed by the national assessment
and presents an overview of its conceptual design. The module concludes with several
summary statements regarding the background context for the nine target issues.

OSEP Studies and Evaluation

In 1999, OSEP funded seven nationally representative studies that collectively address
the Section 674(b) national assessment requirements. Each of the studies is in either the
data collection or design phase; several of the studies are being conducted in two stages.
The first is a design phase using a task order contractor to manage conceptual
development, sampling, instrumentation, and OMB clearance procedures. The second
stage involves the implementation of the study’s data collection, analysis and reporting.
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This second stage is conducted by a contractor selected through a full and open
competition.

A brief description of each study is provided below, followed by a timeline of all the
studies’ design and implementation stages.

National Early Intervention Longitudinal Study (NEILS). This longitudinal study
of Part C will provide data on child and family characteristics of the infants and toddlers
served in Part C. Issues surrounding services and service delivery as well as provider
characteristics and systems issues are investigated in this study. A second cohort of
infants in 2000 will provide OSEP with comparative data which will be used to assess
the impact of Part C over time.

Pre-Elementary Education Longitudinal Study (PEELS). PEELS will involve a
national sample of children ages 3 through 5 in preschool special education programs.
Data collection will be scheduled so that PEELS children and many NEILS children
will be ages 3 through 5, inviting comparisons of the preschool experiences of children
who had been in eatly intervention and those who had not. The general aim is to study
longitudinal growth patterns and outcomes of children with disabilities within the
context of their home and education environments as they progress from preschool to
elementary school. The study will investigate characteristics of the children and families;
characteristics of the programs and service providers; services provided and settings for
their delivery; parental expectations, involvement, and satisfaction; intervention for
behavior problems; and eatly reading instruction. It is expected that data collection will
be in the form of surveys for parents and school personnel, as well as direct assessment
of students.

Special Education Elementary Longitudinal Study (SEELS). This 6-year
longitudinal project will study the educational, vocational, social, and personal
development of elementary and middle school students with disabilities and the familial,
social, institutional, and cultural factors that may affect that development. Three waves
of data will be collected from parents, teachers, and principals. In addition, the study
will include direct assessment of students’ academic and social-emotional skills. The
sampling will take place in two stages: the first stage includes more than 300 LEAs, and
the second stage includes students within those LEAs. The second-stage nationally
representative sample of more than 14,000 will comprise seven cohorts of students who
are ages 6 through 12 in the first year of the study. Those students will be ages 11
through 17 at the time of the third data collection in the fifth year of the study. Results
of the study will be generalizable to each of the seven age cohorts and to each of the 13
OSEP disability categories.

181 Iv-3



. 21* Annual Report to Congress

Longitudinal Study of Secondaty and Postsecondary Outcomes for Students with
Disabilities (NLTS-2). In 1983, a National Longitudinal Transition Study (NLTS) for
students with disabilities was mandated by Congress under Section 8 of Public Law 98-
199. That study followed 8,000 students, ages 13 through 21 in the 1985-86 school year,
for a 5-year period from the 1985-86 school year through the 1989-90 school year.
NLTS was extremely broad in scope, gathering data on a wide range of characteristics,
experiences, and outcomes of youth with disabilities. OSEP used the results of the
NLTS to guide the IDEA Amendments of 1997 as well as to suggest directions for its
discretionary programs.

In order to get more recent data that adequately capture advances in transition services
and postschool outcomes for students with disabilities, OSEP is supporting a second
National Longitudinal Transition Study (NLTS-2). The NLTS-2 will be designed to
follow a cohort of students through high school and into early adulthood, documenting
the progress of these students in academic, vocational, and life-skills curricula (as
appropriate) and their postschool outcomes such as postsecondary participation,
employment, and independent living. This study has three goals:

(1) to examine longitudinally the educational, vocational, social, and personal
achievements of students with disabilities during adolescence and early
adulthood together with the familial, social, institutional, and cultural factors
that account for the variability in those outcomes;

(2) to compare changes in the secondary and postschool experiences and
outcomes of students with disabilities from the first longitudinal transition
study to this one; and

(3) to use this information to suggest improvements to education policy,
implementation, and practice.

State and Local Implementation of IDEA (SLI-IDEA). This 5-year study will
evaluate the state and local implementation of the 1997 amendments to IDEA and the
impact of this legislation on schools, districts, and States. The evaluation will provide
an accurate description of the short- and long-term effectiveness of IDEA in improving
educational services for children and youth with disabilities. The study will focus on the
implementation of the IDEA amendments of 1997, factors which contribute to
effective implementation, contextual factors that influence results, outcomes of IDEA,
and emerging issues related to IDEA. In addition to large sample surveys of State
education agencies (SEAs) (all 50), LEAs (about 800), and schools (about 3200), three
focus studies will also be conducted. These will include in-depth qualitative examination
of IDEA policies and procedures related to discipline, dispute resolution, and parent
involvement.
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Study of Personnel Needs in Special Education (SPeNSE). This study provides
extensive information on general and special education teachers, speech language
pathologists, preschool setvice providers and paraprofessionals setving students with
disabilities. The study describes the adequacy of that workforce, both in terms of
shortages and quality, and attempt to explain variation in workforce adequacy. Results
from SPeNSE will be used for a variety of purposes. First, they will be disseminated to
State and local education agencies, institutions of higher education, and technical
assistance providers to help improve the quality of the workforce. Second, they will
inform OSEP’s personnel preparation activities. Third, they will be used for
congressional reports on the implementation of IDEA.

The sample design for SPeNSE resulted in a large, nationally representative sample of
personnel serving students with disabilities. The first-stage sample is a nationally
representative sample of LEAs (460), independent education units {EUs) (40) and the
State-operated schools for students with visual and hearing impairments (72). The LEA
sample was stratified by geographic region and LEA size (i.e., student enrollment).
Stratifying by region ensured a geographically representative sample and ensures data
necessary to analyze geographic variation in the need for adequately trained and
competent service providers. The geographic regions correspond with those served by
OSEP’s six Regional Resource Centers. IEUs and state-operated schools were stratified
by geographic region only.

The second-stage sample design is a stratified simple random sample of service
providers from rosters of personnel that will be obtained from sampled LEAs, IEUs,
and State schools. The roster sample will be stratified by the following types of
personnel:

® special education teachers who serve primarily students with sensory
impairments;

e speech/language therapists and teachers;

® special education teachers who serve primarily students with emotional
disturbance;

® special education teachers who serve primarily children with disabilities ages
3 through 5;

® special education teachers who are not included in the previous four
categories;

® general education classroom teachers; and
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e special education paraprofessionals.

Project design staff developed four different data collection instruments for use in the
study. These instruments will be administered using a computet-assisted telephone
interview (CATI) with approximately 8,000 respondents. The surveys will gather
information on such issues as workforce policies, severity of district personnel
shortages, credentials and tested ability of personnel, demographic characteristics of
personnel, classroom teaching practices (particularly in the areas of instructing English
language learners, behavior management, reading instruction, secondary transition, and
inclusive practices), working conditions, and opportunities for continuing professional
development.

Special Education Expenditure Project (SEEP). OSEP is supporting a new Finance
Center to conduct research and disseminate information on special education finance
and related issues, as well as to design and implement an expenditure survey to collect
data on costs of special education and related services. SEEP is the first comprehensive,
nationally representative study of special education undertaken in more than a decade.
The major foci of the Finance Center are to examine the costs and patterns of
expenditures in special education and to update statistics related to implementation of
Part B, similar to that gathered for previous cost studies. The survey will focus on
obtaining information primarily from LEAs and other service providers regarding
expenditures for educational services for students with disabilities (including special
education and related services). Supplementary sources include SEAs and special
education and/or finance entity officials and records. Information gathered will be used
to determine total per pupil expenditures for special education and related services in
the United States, examine how state and local funding of special education affects
general education, and study the financial impact of cost-related provisions of the IDEA
Amendments of 1997.

An eighth study is proposed, but projected dates for initiating the design are not yet
firm.

State and Local Implementation of IDEA-Part C (SLIIDEA-C). Many of the
administrative issues and concerns in Part C will be investigated in the state and local
implementation studies. Some of the issues include parent participation; individualized
family service plan development and implementation; alternative dispute resolution;
personnel training and availability; numbers of children and families served; the impact,
challenges, and advantages of serving at-risk infants and toddlers; and identification of
exemplary models of implementation. This information is needed to measure outcomes
for the Part C GPRA indicators as well as to provide state and local officials with
needed information to improve the implementation of Part C.
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Overarching Design Considerations

The 1997 reauthorization of IDEA occurred within a context of intense change in
American education. There is little precedent for the level of scrutiny and involvement
in public education of politicians, the business community, and the public at large. The
result of this attention is an array of laws and other programs at the Federal, State, and
local levels that have created new initiatives such as new content and performance
standards, assessments, new graduation policies, safe school laws, charter schools, and
new approaches to funding education. Within this highly charged context, IDEA was
reshaped both to respond to broader changes in education as well as to address issues
that have arisen in the implementation of IDEA and during the two decades since
Federal special education policy was established.

Critical to an evaluation of the IDEA Amendments of 1997 is an understanding that
many of the cutrent provisions were established in the 1975 Federal legislation (P.L. 94-
142) and its Federal legislative precedents and in other State laws and regulations. Over
the years, amendments to the 1975 legislation as well as judicial decisions and State and
local policies have established the basic foundation for current special education
practices.

Congress’ basic intent in enacting the 1975 P.L. 94-142 was to ensure the statutory right
of every child with a disability to a free appropriate public education. Passage of the
1975 legislation came after years of debate and significant court actions as well as State
legislation. Thus, at the time that formal Federal legislation was passed, there was
already significant special education policy and practice established within States, albeit
with great variability (Ballard, Ramirez, & Weintraub, 1982; Sarason & Doris, 1979).

Immediately after passage of the 1975 legislation, the Bureau of Education of the
Handicapped commissioned several studies to evaluate the implementation issues of
interest to Federal policy makers. These issues include evaluations of individualized
education programs (IEPs), service implementation, and local districts’ responses to
other requirements of the legislation (Pyecha, 1980; SRI, 1982). Other studies of the
Federal special education program (e.g., General Accounting Office, 1981, Hargrove,
1981; Moore et al.,, 1983) revealed the critical importance of various stakeholders,
including principals, program administrators, and practitioners, in interpreting and
shaping Federal policies so that service providers and families could work to implement
policy. One important result of the 1975 Federal legislation was the elevation of special
education within each State department of education and subsequent importance of
establishing accountability for policy as well as stronger technical assistance (Moore,
Walker, & Holland, 1982). At the local level, research indicated that early
implementation efforts focused on interpreting procedural guidelines and putting into
place mechanisms for managing the program and ensuring that various procedures were
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being followed within required timelines (Pyecha, 1980; SRI, 1982). However, the
research also documented that both States and local districts quickly moved beyond
developing and routinizing procedures to developing services and filling gaps in
programs for specific students. Quickly apparent was the critical importance of having
well-prepared teachers and adequate service providers. Over the years, the Annual
Reports to Congress have documented funded studies as well as other data concerning the
status of implementation. Reviews of Annual Report data provide snapshots of critical
service issues that have emerged over the years in the implementation of Federal special
education policy. While OSEP has made significant investments in special education
research since the passage of the 1975 legislation, the prospective national evaluation
will be the first comprehensive national evaluation of the implementation of the Federal
special education program in almost two decades.

Nine Target Issues

The nine issues identified in Sec. 674(b) to be addressed in the national evaluation are
not all new. Some reflect current, and in some cases persistent, issues in implementing
IDEA. Many have a long history and a base of State and local policies and practices. In
some areas, a substantial body of case law has emerged. Other provisions such as the
new requirements around assessment and accessing the general education curriculum
have little or no policy base or instructional history. The challenge of the national
evaluation will be to understand the substantial implementation history as well as
current status pertaining to each of the nine issues. The evaluation must establish a
baseline of current practice as well as track changes in implementation over time.

The following sections provide an overview of the status of the knowledge base within
each of the issues as well as brief descriptions of specific statuary provisions that address
each issue. Some issues have been extensively researched or examined, while others are
relatively new. Within the limitations of this module, only the most salient aspects of
each issue will be addressed.

A central goal of IDEA is to improve the academic outcomes of children with
disabilities. Indeed, while this is listed as only one of nine issues, it is probably accurate
to say that the other eight issues support this primary goal. Specifically, issues 2 through
7 all relate to improving the opportunities of children with disabilities to learn
challenging and important content and to ensure that they leave public education
equipped with the knowledge and skills, as well as supports, necessary to access
postsecondary education and training, employment, and overall full citizenship. Issues
8 and 9 support higher achievement and better results for students through enhancing
collaboration with parents and reducing adversarial litigation.
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Improving Scholastic Performance

The first issue to be addressed in the national evaluation is improving scholastic
performance.

The current IDEA addresses for the first time the inclusion of children with disabilities
in State and local school accountability measures that have been adopted for all
students. Students with disabilities are to be included in general state- and district-wide
assessment programs, with necessary accommodations. Some students with significant
disabilities may participate in alternate assessments, and guidelines for these assessments
are to be developed and students are to be participating in these assessments.
Participation rates and performance of students with disabilities on general and alternate
assessments must be reported.

States are also required to establish formal goals for the performance of children with
disabilities that are consistent with goals and standards for general education students.
Each SEA is also to establish indicators to assess progress toward goals. At a minimum,
these indicators must address the performance of children with disabilities on
assessments, dropout rates, and graduation rates (§612(2)(16)(B)). Data relative to
student progress on the performance goals must also be publicly reported.

By adding these provisions, the law defines statewide assessments as contributing to a
student’s educational opportunity. The provision also aligns special education policy
with those of Goals 2000 and the Improving America’s Schools Act.

Currently, we know little about the scholastic performance of students with disabilities.
This is due in part to the lack of their representation in national large-scale data sets
(McGrew, Thurlow, & Spiegel, 1993). In addition, in 1998 the National Center for
Educational Outcomes (NCEO) reported that only 13 States were able to report
performance data on children and youth with disabilities. In 1997, NCEO found that
about half of the States have policies concerning the participation of these students in
statewide assessments.

Participation of students with disabilities in the National Assessment of Educational
Progress (NAEP) is now required. However, during the first half of the decade, NAEP’s
written guidelines specified that students with disabilities could be excluded from
assessment if they spent less than 50 percent of their time in mainstream classes or were
considered incapable of participating meaningfully in the assessment. New guidelines
were adopted in 1995 to encourage greater inclusion of students with disabilites in
NAEP while retaining local decision making. However, analyses of participation rates
still indicate wide disparities in students with disabilities’ participation, and research into
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decision making indicated that nonstudent factors, including logistical arrangements and
staff availability, were more influential in excluding a student from assessment than a
student’s instructional program (American Institutes for Research, 1998).

Rossi, Hertig, and Wolman (1997) conducted an analysis of the NELS:88 subsample of
students who were identified as having disabilities. While recognizing numerous
problems with how disability was defined and lack of systematic inclusion of this
subpopulation in the national sample, the analyses yielded information regarding
scholastic performance. For example, students with disabilities in general were more
likely to have been retained prior to eighth grade and to have earned fewer units in core
subject matter areas. They also had lower rates of gains on mathematics proficiency tests
and fewer of them had taken or planned to take either the SAT or ACT. Findings
relative to school performance did differ somewhat by type or nature of disability, with
those students reporting physical or health disabilities comparing most favorably to
nondisabled students on most performance measures.

Many of these findings are consistent with those reported by Wagner and colleages
(1992) relative to the National Longitudinal Transition Study (NLTS), the
congressionally mandated study of how students with disabilities were making the
transition from secondary school to young adulthood. The numerous findings of the
NLTS have been reported in previous annual reports to Congress.

At the elementary level, a secondary analysis of the Title I Prospects study conducted
for the National Academy of Sciences Committee on Goals 2000 and Students with
Disabilities (McDonnell, McLaughlin, & Morison, 1997) compared achievement levels
of elementary-age students with disabilities to their peers. While students with
disabilities as a group scored considerably lower, when their third grade achievement
was considered using a value-added analysis that controlled for prior achievement, their
progress was commensurate with their nondisabled peers.

The lack of scholastic data comparable to those reported for nondisabled peers will be
addressed through new IDEA requirements. Moreover, the attention to the scholastic
performance of children with disabilies served under IDEA will focus efforts on
improving access to important knowledge and effective participation in the general
education curriculum.

Accessing the General Fducation Curriculum

This issue, similar to that of improving scholastic performance, has as its foundation the
desire to establish challenging standards and high expectations for students with
disabilities. Like the new assessment provisions, access to the general education
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curriculum is designed to increase educational opportunities for students with
disabilides. Prior to the changes in the IEP that have been made in the IDEA
Amendments, individualized planning for students with disabilities was largely confined
to specifying the special education and related services that each child required. Despite
the fact that in 1994-95, 2.2 million students with disabilities between the ages of 6
through 21 spent at least 80 percent of their school day in general education classes
(U.S. Department of Education, 1997), there has been little research related to how
these students access the general education curriculum and what accommodations
(supports and services) are provided to enable the child to benefit from the general
instructional program provided to all students.

As noted eatlier, nationally representative data are limited regarding how many and to
what extent students with disabilities currently participate in the general education
curriculum and instructon. The NLTS (and to a lesser degree the NELS:88 and
Prospects Study) provided some data on grade point average, course-taking, time spent
in general education classes, failure rates, and diploma status. These give some sense of
how children with disabilities have accessed the general education curriculum.

Recent studies such as surveys conducted by NCEO (November, 1997) and the Council
of State School Officers (CSSO) and the Center for Policy Research on the Impact of
General and Special Education Reform (Rhim & McLaughin, 1996), and case studies
of high-reform districts (McLaughlin, Henderson, & Rhim, 1997, McLaughlin,
Henderson, & Morando-Rhim, 1998) have demonstrated that as almost every State has
developed new content and performance standards directed at improving learning
opportunities, only some have policies requiring the participation of &/ children,
including those with disabilities. In 1996, this represented 35 States, with nine additional
States deferring the decision to the individual IEP team (Rhim & McLaughlin, 1996).
The 1997 annual State survey conducted by the NCEO (November, 1997) indicates that
only six States required IEP teams to document how a student’s IEP goals and
objectives are aligned with a State’s content or curriculum standards. However, 41 States
required IEP teams to document instructional accommodations. Little is known at the
national level about how students with disabilities will participate in the standards and
the effects on their ability to access the general education curriculum. Yet, local case
studies (McLaughlin et al., 1997; 1998; Raber & Roach, 1998) indicate that both general
and special education teachers will require significant guidance and support as they
implement new IEP provisions requiring access to the general education curriculum.

Supporting Successful Transitions

Children with disabilities may experience several transitions during their preschool and
school years. Issues related to the transition from school to postschool environments
were identified eatly in the implementation of IDEA, and the 1983 amendments to
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Federal law first addressed the need for transition planning by authorizing specific
support for research, systems change, and other activities related to transition. In 1990,
IDEA required a formal statement regarding needed transition services in the IEP. The
1997 Amendments required the development of a statement of transition service needs
focusing on the student’s course of study.

The new transition planning requirements for older students have come from almost
a decade of research and experience with providing services to youth with disabilities
that allow them to move successfully from school to adult life. Most of the research has
focused on identifying practices that relate to such postschool outcomes as employment,
postsecondary education, and community living (Hasazi, Furney, & DeStefano, 1998;
McDonnell, Ferguson, & Mathot, 1992; Wagner et al., 1992; Wehman, 1996). Effective
practices include facilitating self-determination among students, participation of family
and cultural perspectives in planning, interagency collaboration, and the establishment
of community networks of services.

A recent national study of effective transition practices in local districts (Hasazi et al.,
1998) validated the importance of self-determination, effective and substantive
interagency collaboration, extensive cross-agency professional development, a climate
that supports transition, coordination across educational as well as other agency
programs, and sustained leadership. Among the challenges to effective transition
planning were the lack of available community programs and the often fragmented and
unsystematic nature of the planning.

For certain students with disabilities, transition has posed even greater challenges. For
example, transition of urban youth has been less successful than that of suburban and
rural youth in terms of rate of employment and participation in postsecondary education
ot training (U.S. Department of Education, 1996). However, the research has generally
been more comprehensive as it pertains to low-incidence disabilities, particularly
students with mental retardation, than with students with learning disabilities or students
with emotional disturbance (Patton & Blalock, 1996), and programs have often been
more comprehensive and well developed.

During the past decade, with the emergence of early intervention and preschool
programs, the importance of transition for young children with disabilities and their
families has been realized. Transition planning was required for children moving from
an IFSP to an IEP in an effort to ensure a seamless service system and prevent any
distuption in services between placements (Chandler, 1995). However, transition issues
have also arisen for children moving from preschool programs into elementary schools.
Indeed, issues related to successful transition of preschoolers in general are addressed
in other Federal legislation such as The School Readiness Act and is the first of the
national goals (Ooms, 1991).
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A number of effective practices have emerged from research related to eatly childhood
transitions and include the need for interagency collaboration and thinking of transition
as a long-term process as opposed to an event (Chandler, 1995). IDEA requires
transition planning for young children only when the child will be leaving early
intervention services (and entering preschool or other services). However, because
transition planning may occur at other key points (e.g., preschool to elementary school,
elementary to middle school, and middle to high school) any transition services
provided at these points may be considered related services under the definition

provided in IDEA.
Providing Placement in the Least Restrictive Environment

The issue of what constitutes education in the LRE has been one of the most
controversial and persistent in special education. Indeed, one might argue that LRE
principles such as “normalization” (Nirge, 1970; Wolfensberger & Menolascino, 1970)
are at the core of national special education policy.

To ensure placements consistent with the principle of LRE provisions, SEAs must
revise any funding mechanisms that result in placements that violate the LRE concept.
Other requirements designed to promote more inclusive education are found in the IEP
process as well as the explicit identification of supports and accommodations regarding
how a child will participate in the general education curriculum and classrooms and
extracurricular activities or nonacademic activities.

The literature related to the impacts of inclusive education is extensive and represents
position papers and descriptions of best practices as well as some emerging empirical
evidence regarding students (e.g., Fuchs, Fuchs, & Fernstrom, 1993; McGregor &
Vogelsberg, 1998; McLaughlin, Warren, & Schofield, 1996). The growing literature base
suggests that outcomes for students in inclusive settings can be positive in a number of
domains but are significantly related to the amount and types of support provided to the
student and teachers.

Preventing School Dropouts

Increasing concern is being expressed by educators, parents, and policy makers about
students who leave school without graduating. While the dropout rate for students in
general is significant, research has demonstrated that the dropout rate among students
with disabilities is even higher (e.g., Hasazi, Johnson, Hasazi, Gordon, & Hull, 1989;
Rossi et al.,, 1997; U.S. Department of Education, 1992). Among all students with
disabilities, the dropout rate is approximately 33 percent, with certain groups of students
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with disabilities (e.g., those with emotional disturbance) approaching 50 percent
(Wagner et al.,, 1991).

Numerous problems are associated with estimating dropout rates in general. These
problems are compounded in special education by the different types of exit documents
that have been awarded to different types of children and the fact that, over the years,
many children with disabilities were not educated with their age cohorts and “age out”
of school after they reach the mandatory exit age of 21 or above. The 14" Annual Report
to Congress (U.S. Department of Education, 1992) reported findings related to students
with disabilities who dropped out of school. Students who felt an emotional bond with
school, whose friendships did not overly compete with the time needed to meet school
responsibilities, and who abided by social rules sufficiently to avoid disciplinary
problems were less likely to fail academically and were more likely to persist in school.
Absenteeism and academic failure were strongly related to dropping out.

School programs can play a significant role in the prevention of dropouts. Promoting
good attendance and social bonds with teachers and peers makes a difference. Providing
relevant coursework and individual support services, including counseling, facilitating
active participation in sports and other nonacademic activities, and monitoring progress
toward graduation, are all components of successful approaches (Christianson, Sinclair,
Thurlow, & Evelo, 1995; Wagner et al., 1992).

Addressing Children’s Behavioral Problems

Perhaps one of the more difficult issues arising during the 1997 reauthorization of
IDEA was how to provide effective positive discipline to students with disabilities and
preserve their rights to FAPE. Public concerns about school safety and preventing
violence and aggression in schools are at an all-time high. The result is an increase in
developing and enforcing tougher discipline codes (Skiba, Peterson, & Williams, 1997).
Within this climate of zero-tolerance are public perceptions that certain students with
disabilities are more likely to exhibit behaviors--typically aggression--that should result
in suspension or expulsion. Amidst congressional and public concerns that children with
disabilities who displayed behavior harmful to themselves or others were being
inappropriately protected from disciplinary actions imposed on nondisabled students
for the same behavior, Congress amended IDEA in several ways. First, the amendments
establish a set of procedural steps that must be taken when children with disabilities
display disciplinary problems (see table IV-2). Included are precise guidelines about
placements and timelines. In many cases, a review (by the IEP team and other qualified
personnel) must be conducted of the relationship between the child’s disability and the
behavior subject to disciplinary action to determine the applicability of discipline
procedures applied to children without disabilities. The legislation also contains
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procedural rules for parental appeal and also requires consideration of positive behavior
interventions and supports.

States now have the option not to provide special education and related to services to
incarcerated 18- to 21-year-olds who, prior to their incarceration in an adult correctional
facility, were not identified as eligible for special education or who did not have IEPs.
A State may also require local school districts to include in the records of a child with
a disability a record of any current or previous disciplinary action and transmit the
statement to the same extent that such disciplinary information is transmitted with
student records of nondisabled students.

A number of revisions in the 1997 law pertain to the procedures used to change the
educational placements of students with disabilities who have violated school rules
regarding use or sale of drugs or the carrying of a weapon. School personnel may order
a change in placement to an appropriate interim alternative educational setting (JAES),
another setting, or suspension, but strict timelines and conditions apply.

Application of these provisions is complicated by lack of data on the prelevance of
certain disciplinary events among students with disabilities. Additionally, research
reveals little consensus among administrators regarding what constitutes aggression or
disruption or who should be suspended (Costenbader & Markson, 1994). Brantlinger
(1991) reports that low socioeconomic, minority, and special education students appear
to be at greater risk for receiving harsher discipline. Two studies of the actual nature of
offenses as well as suspension and expulsion, including at least two statewide
examinations of records, reveal that students with disabilities do not commit acts of
aggression or other serious offenses at greater rates but are more likely to be suspended
than a nondisabled peer for the same offense (Cooley, 1995; Michigan Department of
Education, n.d.).

While students with disabilities as a group may pose no greater threats to school safety,
no one denies that some may indeed exhibit antisocial behaviors such as aggression,
hostility, defiance, and destructiveness and require intensive and positive interventions.
In every school, there are children, with and without IEPs, who are at-risk or have
already developed antisocial behaviors (Kazdin, 1993; Walker, Colvin, & Ramsey, 1995).
These students not only distupt the learning process in the school but severely
jeopardize their own future through lowered achievement, substance abuse,
disengagement, dropping out, and higher mortality (Duncan, Forness, & Hartsough,
1995; Walker et al., 1995).
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Table IV-2
Provision of IDEA Regarding Nine Target Issues of the National Assessment

Issue/Provisions Summary

Issue #1: Improving Scholastic Performance

Sec. 612 (a) (16) States must establish performance goals for children with disabilites that
are consistent with those for other children. States must also establish
performance indicators to assess progress toward achieving goals.

Sec. 612 (a) (17) (A) States and districts must include students with disabilities in regular
assessments to the greatest extent possible and establish alternative
assessments where inclusion 1s not possible.

Sec. 612 (a) (17) (B) States must report the number of students with disabilities participating |
in regular and alternative assessments. States must report the aggregate
performance of students with disabilities with the same pertodicity and
detail as students without disabilities.

Sec. 614 (a) (1) (B) The child’s initial evaluation must determine whether a child is a child
with a disability and the educational needs of such a child.

Sec. 614 (a) (2) (A) The LEA is responsible for conducting a reevaluation when warranted, |
when a parent or teacher requests one, or at least every 3 years. }

Sec. 614 (b) (3) () The tests used to evaluate children must be: nonracially discriminatory, |
administered in the child’s native language, validated for the purpose for |
which they are used, administered by trained personnel, administered in
accordance with instructions provided by the test publisher, assess the |
child in all areas of suspected disability, and provide relevant information
that directly assists in determining the educational needs of the child.

Sec. 614 (d) (1) (A) () The IEP must establish baseline performance measures and annual goals :
and (1) that are measurable.

Sec. 614 (d) (1) (B) (1) The IEP team will consist of the parents, at least one special education |
teacher of the child, at least one regular education teacher of the child if }
the child is or may be participating in the regular education environment,
a representative of the LEA, other individuals who have approprate
knowledge or expertise, and the child, as appropriate.

Sec. 614 (d) (2) (A) The IEP must be in place by the beginning of the school year.

Sec. 614 (d) 4) (A) () The IEP team will review the child’s IEP at least annually to determine
whether annual goals are being met.

Issue #2: Accessing the General Education Curriculum

Sec. 614 (b) (2) () In conducting an evaluation for an IEP, the LEA is required to gather 5
functional and developmental information, and use a varety of |
assessment tools and strategies, that will help design an IEP that enables |
the child to be involved in and progtess in the general curriculum.

Sec. 614 (d) (1) () The IEP must include a statement about how the child’s disability affects
the child’s involvement and progress in the general curriculum. It must
also include measurable goals and objectives that will enable the child to
be involved and progress in the general curriculum.

Sec. 614 (d) (4) (A) The IEP team will review the child’s IEP at least annually to determine
whether annual goals are being met.
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Table IV-2
Provision of IDEA Regarding Nine Target Issues of the National Assessment

Issue/Provisions Summary

Issue #1: Improving Scholastic Performance

Sec. 612 (a) (16) States must establish petformance goals for children with disabilities that
are consistent with those for other children. States must also establish
performance indicators to assess progress toward achieving goals.

Sec. 612 (a) (17) (A) States and districts must include students with disabilities in regular
assessments to the greatest extent possible and establish alternative
assessments where inclusion is not possible.

Sec. 612 (a) (17) (B) States must report the number of students with disabilities participating
in regular and alternative assessments. States must report the aggregate
performance of students with disabilities with the same periodicity and
detail as students without disabilities.

Sec. 614 (a) (1) (B) The child’s initial evaluation must determine whether a child 1s a child
with a disability and the educational needs of such a child.

Sec. 614 (a) (2) (A) The LEA is responsible for conducting a reevaluation when warranted,
when a parent or teacher requests one, or at least every 3 years.

Sec. 614 (b) (3) (V) The tests used to evaluate children must be: nonracially discriminatory, |
administered in the child’s native language, validated for the purpose for
which they are used, administered by trained personnel, administered in
accordance with instructions provided by the test publisher, assess the
child in all areas of suspected disability, and provide relevant information
that directly assists in determining the educational needs of the child.

Sec. 614 (d) (1) (A) (1) The IEP must establish baseline petformance measures and annual goals
and (1) that are measurable.

Sec. 614 (d) (1) (B) (i) The IEP team will consist of the parents, at least one special education |
teacher of the child, at least one regular education teacher of the child if
the child is or may be participating in the regular education environment,
a representative of the LEA, other individuals who have appropriate
knowledge or expertise, and the child, as appropnate.

Sec. 614 (d) (2) () The IEP must be in place by the beginning of the school year.

Sec. 614 (d) (4) (A) (1) The IEP team will review the child’s IEP at least annually to determine
whether annual goals are being met.

Issue #2: Accessing the General Education Curriculum

Sec. 614 (b) (2) () In conducting an evaluation for an IEP, the LEA 1s required to gather
functional and developmental information, and use a varety of
assessment tools and strategies, that will help design an IEP that enables
the child to be involved in and progress in the general curriculum.

Sec. 614 (d) (1) () The IEP must include a statement about how the child’s disability affects
the child’s involvement and progress in the general curriculum. It must
also include measurable goals and objectives that will enable the child to
be involved and progress in the general curriculum.

Sec. 614 (d) (4) (A) The IEP team will review the child’s IEP at least annually to determine
whether annual goals are being met.
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Table IV-2 (cont’d)

Issue/Provisions

Summary [

Issue #3: Supporting Successful Transitions

Sec. 612 (a) (9)

An IEP or IFSP, as appropriate, must be developed and implemented by |
age 3 for children with disabilities participating in early intervention
programs under Part C and who will be participating in preschool
programs under Part B. The IEP/IFSP must address how to make this
transition smooth and effective.

Sec. 613 (g) (1-3)

If a State agency grants permission to an LEA to develop a school-based
tmprovement plan, the LEA will be responsible for supervising all
activities relating to the design, implementation, and evaluation of a
school-based improvement plan established in a public school in the
LEA’s junsdiction. Local agencies may use funds to permit a public
school to design, implement, and evaluate a school-based improvement
plan that will improve educational and transitional results for all children
with disabilities.

Sec. 614 (d) (1) (A) (vii-
vii), (d) (5-6)

IEPs must include a statement of transition service needs focusing on the
child’s educational needs by age 14 and annually thereafter. At age 16 and
annually thereafter, the IEP must include a statement of transition service
needs including, when appropriate, a statement of interagency
responsibilities and needed linkages. The IEP must also include a
statement of how the child’s progress towards annual goals (including
transition goals) will be measured. Beginning at least 1 year before the
child reaches the age of majority under State law, the IEP must include
a statement that the child has been informed of the rights that will
transfer to him or her upon reaching the age of majority.

Sec. 618 (a) (1) (v), (b)

States must collect data annually on the number of children with
disabilittes who, for each year from ages 14 to 21 stopped receiving
special education and related services because of completion and/or
other reasons. These data must be compiled by race, ethnicity, and
category of disability. States also must collect data on the number of
children birth through 2 who stopped receiving early intervention
services by race and ethnicity. The data may be obtained by sampling, at
the discretion of the Secretary.

Issue #4: Providing for Placement in the Least Restrictive Environment

Sec. 612 (a) (5) (A)

To the maximum extent appropriate, children with disabilities are to be
placed in the least restrictive environment--placement with children who
are not disabled, and minimal use of special classes, separate schooling,
or other removal of children with disabilities from the regular education
environment.

Sec. 612 (a) (5) (B)

State funding mechanisms cannot create incentives for placing students
in more restrictive environments. If States have funding systems that
create incentives for restrictive placements, they must promise to change
their systems as soon as is feasible.

Issue #5: Preventing Dropouts

Sec. 612 (a) (16)

States must establish performance indicators to be used in assessing State
progress towards reducing dropout rates among children with disabilities.
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Table IV-2 (cont’d)

Issue/Provisions Summary

Issue #6: Addressing Children’s Behavioral Problems Effectively

Sec. 612 (a) (22) States are required to track data on suspension and expulsion rates to
determine if significant discrepancies exist between the rates for disabled
and nondisabled children. If there are discrepancies, the State or LEA 1s
required to review and revise its policies relating to the development and
implementation of IEPs, use of behavioral interventions, and procedural
safeguards.

Sec. 613 () States can require LEAs to include in the records of children with
disabilities a statement of current or previous disciplinary action taken
against a child but only to the same extent that they require it for children
without disabilities.

Sec. 614 (d) (3) B) (1) The IEP team shall consider strategies, including positive behavioral
interventions and supports, to address student behavior when that
behavior impedes the learning of the child or others.

Sec. 615 (j) During any proceedings concerning either discipline or an alternative
educational placement, the child shall remain in his/her current
placement, unless the SEA or LEA and the parents agree otherwise.

Sec. 615 (k) (1) (&) School personnel may order the child to an approprate interim
alternative educational setting, another setting, or suspension for not
more than 10 school days. This 10-day period can be extended for up to
an additional 45 days if the child: carried a weapon to school, possesses,
uses, or sells illegal substances while at school or a school function.

Sec. 615 (k) (1) (B) If a child who has been suspended has never had a functional behavioral
assessment and does not have a behavioral intervention plan, the LEA
shall convene an IEP meeting to develop an assessment plan that
addresses the child’s behavior either before or within 10 days of taking
disciplinary action. If the child alteady has a behavioral intervention plan,
the IEP Team shall review the plan and modify it, as necessary.

Sec. 615 (k) (2) A hearing of